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REVISED  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  OF  BIRD  ISLAND  FLATS 


ABSTRACT  ' 

This  document  evaluates  the  environmental  effects  of  the 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority's  Proposed  Development  Plan,  and 
alternatives,  in  further  detail  beyond  that  provided  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIR)  published  by  Massport  in 
December,  1980,  for  a  90-acre  tract  of  filled  land  at  the 
southwest  corner  of  Logan  International  Airport  known  as  Bird 
Island  Flats,  and  evaluates  all  feasible  and  practical  measures 
to  mitigate  environmental  harm  potentially  connected  with  this 
development  project. 


Responsible 
Agenc  y : 

Revised  Final 
EIR  Prepared  by: 


Massachusetts  Port  Authority 


Massachusetts  Port  Authority 

Aviation,  Engineering  and  Planning 
Departments,  and 

Bolt,  Beranek  &  Newman,  Inc. 

Catherine  Donaher  ,  Gordon  Lewin,  Vanasse, 

Hangen  Associates,  Inc.,  Monacelli  Assoc. 


Contact 


Norman  J.  Faramelli  -  Tel:  617-482-2930 

Director  of  Planning 
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Boston,  Massachusetts   02110 


Notice  of  Availability  of  Revised  Final  EIR: 
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Comment  Period  on  the  Revised  Final  EIR: 
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Comments  should  be  submitted  to: 

Sam  Mygatt,  Director 
MEPA  Unit 

Mass.  Executive  Office  of 
I    Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts   02202 
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SUMMARY  OF  REVISED  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  ON 
PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  OF  BIRD  ISLAND  FLATS 


INTRODUCTION 

The  information  contained  in  this  document  is  intended  to 
supplement   and   clarify   the   explanation   of   the   Proposed 


Development  Plan  (PDP)  and  its  impacts,  c 


ontained  in  Volumes  I 


and  II  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  produced  by  the  Massachusetts  Port 
Authority  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  dated  November  28,  1980  and  published  in 
December,  1980  for  review  and  comment.  The  present  document  also 
includes  new  information  on  project  impacts,  generated  partly  in 
response  to  Massport's  continuing  market  evaluation  and  planning 
and  design  process  for  the  proposed  development,  and  partly  in 
response  to  concerns  expressed  by  the  Massachusetts  Executive 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  and  others,  during  the  review  and 
comment  period  for  the  FEIR/FEIS  which  expired  on  February  20, 

1980. 

The  Proposed  Development  Plan  (PDP)  described  in  the  FEIR 
presented  a  generic  program  of  uses  appropriate  for  both  the 
cargo  and  mixed  use  areas  of  BIF.  This  RFEIR  refines  these  uses 
reflecting  on-gomg  market  evaluation  which  has  continued  since 
the  FEIR  was  filed.  Included  is  an  illustrative  site  plan  which 
describes  specific  uses  falling  within  the  generic  program  in  the 
FEIR.  This  refinement  is  variously  described  throughout  this 
report  as  the  "revised  PDP"  or  ^RFEIR  Program". 


The  explanation  of  the  proposed  project,  the  alternatives  to 

the   project   that  were  considered,   the   project   environmental 

impacts  and  the  measures  to  mitigate  adverse  environmental 
I 
impacts   from  the  project  presented  in  the  FEIR  remain  valid 

except  as  modified  by  new  information  on  project  impacts, 

potential  mitigating  measures  and  other  issues  presented  in  this 

report.    Accordingly,   for   purposes   of   compliance   with   thhe 

provisions  of  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the 

Revised   Final   Environmental   Impact   Report   includes   the   FEIR 

Volumes  as  well,  and  the  reader  should  refer  to  the  latter  during 

review  of  this  report. 

Specific  purposes  of  the  RFEIR  documents  include: 

1.  To  circulate  for  public  review  and  comment  additional 
material  on  the  project  generated  in  response  to  concerns  raised 
by  the  FEIR/FEIS; 

2.  To  publicly  record  Massport  communications  with  MEPA 
regarding  the  FEIR/FEIS,  and  additional  clarifying  material  on 
project  impacts  generated  by  Massport  at  the  request  of  MEPA; 

3.  To  provide  further  clarifying  information  on  project 
impacts,  especially  traffic  impacts  which  are  substantially 
smaller  than  those  reported  in  the  FEIR/FEIS; 

U .  To  report  on  additional  mitigating  measures  beyond  those 
reported  in  the  FEIR/FEIS  to  which  Massport  has  committed  itself, 
including  measures  arising  out  of  communications  with  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  City  of  Boston  and  others  following 
publication  of  the  FEIR/FEIS. 
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FOREWOKU 

THE  ENVIRONMENTAL^  PROCESS 


INTRODUCTION 

This  Revised  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (RFEIR)  for 
the  proposed  development  of  Bird  Island  Flats  (BIF)  was  prepared 
by  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  (Massport),  which  is  the 
owner  and  operator  of  Boston-Logan  International  Airport.  This 
document,  along  with  its  companion  documents,  the  RFEIR  APPENDIX, 
and  volume  I  and  Volume  II  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (FEIR)  is  intended  to  meet  state  EIR  requirements  mandated 
by  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA).  This 
document  will  be  referred  to  as  the  RFEIR  throughout. 


LEGAL  REQUIREMENTS 

Massport  has  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the  federal 
and  state  environmental  process  during  and  after  the  production 
of  the  FEIR.  The  present  document  is  one  additional  effort  to 
clarify  the  expected  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  action,  and 
to  suggest  additional  mitigating  measures  that  may  be 
appropriate.  The  RFEIR  is  filed  in  part  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  in  a  letter  to  Massport  dated 
February  27,  1981,  subsequent  to  his  statement  indicating  that 
the  original  FEIR  was  inadequate  under  Section  62  et  seq  of  the 
Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act.  Following  the 
Secretary's  suggestion,  the  RFEIR  places  primary  emphasis  on 
reducing   project   impacts   through   effective   and   feasible 


mitigating  measures 


F-1 


DOCUMENTS 

The  following  public  documents  were  produced  during  the  FEIR 
lirocess,  including  the  review  and  comment  period  foillowing  the 
publication  of  the  FEIR: 

•  FEIR/FEIS  dated  November  28,  1980  (2  Volumes). 

•  Errata  Sheet  -  FEIR/FEIS  dated  January  16,  1981 
The  corrections  were  of  three  types: 

1.  typos  and  syntactical  changes, 

2.  numerical  errors  that  did  not  affect  any  of  the 
results  presented  in  the  Final  EIR, 

3.  numerical  errors  that  affected  the  results 
slightly,  but  did  not  affect  the  conclusions 
reached  regarding  the  environmental  impacts 

of  the  project. 

•  Memo  to  Reviewers  of  the  FEIR  from  Massport  dated  January 
26,  1981. 

Enclosed  were  three  attachments: 

1.  Attachment  A  -  letter  from  MEPA  to  Massport 
(January  5,  1981)  regarding  traffic  information, 

2.  Attachment  B  -  Massport  responses  to  Attachment  A 
(January  14,  1981), 

3.  Attachment  C  -  Massport  letter  to  MEPA  (January 
22,  1981)  setting  forth  the  queueing  assumptions 
used  in  modelling  the  air  quality  impacts  of 
tunnel  traffic  in  the  FEIR,  and  also  data  on 
traffic  flows  in  the  existing  tunnels. 
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These  documents  were  all  made  available  to  reviewers  of  the 
FEIR  by  Massport,  and  are  reproduced  in  the  separate  RFEIR 
APPENDIX,  Appendix  A-1  to  A-2 .  • 

In  addition  to  these  publicly  distributed  documents,  Massport 
also  produced  a  series  of  technical  memoranda  during  the  FEIR 
review  period  which  further  explained  the  work  presented  in  the 
FEIR  and  which  addressed  several  of  the  technical  concerns  raised 
by  MEPA,  especially  traffic  concerns.  Massport  made  these 
documents  available  to  MEPA  to  assist  the  Secretary  of 
Environmental  Affairs  in  reaching  a  decision  as  to  the  adequacy 
of  the  FEIR.   These  documents  included: 

Memo  to  Massport  from  Vanesse/Hangen  Assoc,  Inc. 

re:   traffic  analysis  BIF,  dated  February  13,  1981, 

•  Memo  to  Massport  from  Gordon  Lewin  re:  traffic  effect 
of  various  mitigating  measures  for  peak  periods, 

•  Memo  to  Massport  from  Gordon  Lewin  re:  effect  of 
mitigating  measures  on  peak  period  traffic  with 
alternative  assumptions. 

These  documents  are  also  reproduced  separately  in  the  RFEIR 
APPENDIX,  Appendix  A-3. 

PUBLIC  REVIEW  OF  FEIR 

The  notice  of  availability  of  the  FEIR  appeared  in  the 
Environmental  Monitor  on  December  8,  1980,  commencing  a  30-day 
public  review  and  comment  period  which  was  extended  by  Massport 
to  January  16,  1981.  The  time  for  a  finding  of  adequacy  by  the 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  expired  on  January  23,  1981, 
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but  numerous  public  requests  were  received  to  extend  the  comment 
period.  Concerns  had  also  been  raised  by  the  MEPA  staff  about 
t^he  clarity  of  the  traffic  impact  discussion  in  th^  FEIR  and, 
accordingly,  on  January  23,  1981  Secretary  Bewick  and  Massport 
mutually  agreed  to  an  extension  of  the  public  comment  period  to 
February  13,  1981,  thus  anticipating  the  Secretary's  statement  on 
the  adequacy  of  the  FEIR  by  February  20,  1981. 

During  the  ensuing  weeks  Massport  performed  the  additional 
technical  analyses  referenced  above.  Meetings  with  MEPA  were 
held  on  February  9,  1981  and  February  18,  1981  to  identify  the 
specific  technical  concerns  of  that  agency  regarding  the  FEIR. 
Massport  undertook  to  provide  the  clarifying  information 
requested  by  the  Secretary's  office  to  assist  the  Secretary  in 
forming  his  view  on  the  FEIR's  adequacy.  During  this  same 
period  ,  letters  of  concern  were  received  by  Massport  from  the 
City  of  Boston.  The  City  requested  additional  mitigating 
measures  for  adverse  impacts,  including,  among  other  things,  the 
early  construction  of  an  active  transition  zone  with  mixed  use 
commercial  development,  and  modifications  in  the  proposed  main 
air  cargo  building  alignment.  Additional  measures  were  agreed  to 
by  Massport  and  the  City,  and  MEPA  were  notified  to  that  effect. 

On  February  20,  1981,  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
declared  that  the  FEIR  did  not  adequately  comply  with 
Massachusetts  General  Laws,  Chapter  30,  Section  62-62H,  and  the 
regulations  implementing  MEPA.  In  response,  Massport,  in  a 
letter  dated  February  23,  1981,  stated  that  the  FEIR  was  indeed 
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adequate,  and  declared  its  intention  to  re-submit  the  BIF  project 

for  further  review. 

Copies  of  the  project  correspondence  mentioned  a.bove  can  be 
f^ound  in  the  RFEIR  APPENDIX,  Appendix  A-M.  > 
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CHAPTER  1  -  PURPOSE  AND  NEED  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION 


In  this  Chapter  of  the  Revised  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  Massporfs  Proposed  Development  Plan  is  reviewed  once 
again,  including  the  basic  policy  objectives  and  criteria  applied 
in  conceiving  and  planning  for  the  project  (Section  1.1.),  the 
definition  of  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  (PDP)  as  described 
for  purposes  of  this  further  review  (1.2.),  specific  needs  met  by 
the  proposed  project  and  its  expected  benefits  (1.3-)  and 
implementation  timetable  (1.^1.).  This  discussion  will  also 
consider  various  comments  relevant  to  the  above  issues  which  were 
offered  by  reviewers  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 
published  in  December,  1980. 

1.1.   Basic  Project  Policies.  Objectives  and  Criteria 

Massport  proposes  to  convert  the  approximately  90  acre  Bird 
island  Flats  landfill  area,  currently  vacant  of  development,  into 
a  high  quality,  well-designed  and  integrated  cargo  and  mixed  use 
development  complex.  The  proposed  land  uses  for  BIF  and  basic 
building  alignments  and  designs  were  derived  from  a  lengthy 
planning  process  which  is  described  in  the  FEIR,  Chapter  2, 
section  2.1.  Massporfs  view  is  that  the  proposed  project  must 
meet  several  fundamental  policy  and  operational  criteria  which 
have  collectively  constituted  the  underlying  rationale  for  the 
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proposed   project  from  its  inception.    The  following  summary 
clarifies  these  criteria. 

1.1.1.   Institutional  Mandate 

The  basic  mandate  to  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  under 
its  enabling  legislation  is  to  promote  sound  regional  economic 
development,  in  a  manner  which  is  "in  all  respects  for  the 
benefit  of  the  people  of  the  commonwealth,  for  the  increase  of 
their  commerce  and  prosperity,  and  for  the  improvement  of  their 
health  and  living  conditions."  (Enabling  Act,  Section  17).  In 
the  implementation  of  this  mandate  through  operation  of  the 
Authority's  basic  facilities  (Logan/Hanscom  Airports;  Boston 
Seaport;  Tobin  Memorial  Bridge),  Massport  must  act  to  remain 
competitive  and  viable  as  a  long  term  transportation/commercial 
center  serving  the  New  England  area.  In  order  to  do  so,  it  is  an 
essential  institutional  requirement  that  the  Authority  operate 
its  facilities  in  reasonable  harmony  with  its  surroundings, 
including  the  community  impacted  by  its  operations  and  especially 
the  City  of  Boston  in  which  Massport's  facilities  are  for  the 
most  part  located.  This  requirement  emerges  both  from  the 
Enabling  Act  and  from  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act, 
the  provisions  of  which  have  supplemented  and  become  an  integral 
part  of  Massport's  institutional  charter. 

A  companion  institutional  consideration  is  that  the  Authority 
should  adminster  Logan  Airport  in  a  manner  which  complements  the 
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efficient  utilization  of  its  other  facilities  at  the  Boston 
Seaport  and  on  the  Tobin  Bridge.  As  will  be  seen  in  later 
sections  of  this  report,  this  objective  translates  into  several 
specific  needs  and  actions  (e.g.,  operating  Logan  Airport's 
facilities  in  a  manner  which  maximizes  the  utility  of  the  Mystic 
Bridge  to  provide  access  to  Logan  as  well  as  to  Boston's  core). 
A  fundamental  need  under  this  heading  is  to  promote  the 
utilization  of  Bird  Island  Flats  development,  especially  in  the 
context  of  BIF's  unique  location  in  the  inner  Harbor,  to 
complement  Massport's  other  improvement  programs  at  the  Seaport, 
at  Commonwealth  Pier  (directly  across  the  inner  harbor  from  BIF) 
and  at  other  harbor  locations.  These  programs  potentially 
involve  complementary  goods/cargo  handling  strategies  and 
related,  mixed  use  development  which  collectively  should  promote 
both  the  economic  health  of  the  Boston  region  in  general,  and  the 
reemergence  of  Boston  Harbor  as  a  major  economic  center  in 
particular . 

1.1.2.   Financial  Requirements 

Another  set  of  concerns  which  is  central  to  Massport's 
institutional  charter  involves  economic  and  fiscal  requirements 
which  Massport  must  honor.  A  basic  requirement  is  that  the 
Authority  operate  its  facilities  in  a  manner  which  generates 
sufficient  revenues  to  meet  its  trust  obligations  and  to  avoid 
imposing  demands  or  burdens  on  the  Commonwealth's  state  and  local 
tax  structure.  It  is  widely  known  that  this  source  of  public 
finance  is  under  severe  pressure  in  Massachusetts,  partly  as  a 
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result  of  recently-adopted  limitations  on  resort  to  the  property 
tax  --  the  traditional  source  of  funds  for  Massachusetts 
localities,  including  the  City  of  Boston  —  and  also  because  of 
nationwide  inflationary  trends  and  cutbacks  in  federal  fiscal 
assistance.  Massport's  obligation  to  find  and  rely  on  non-tax 
revenue  sources  has  thus  become  all  the  more  important  in  recent 
years  in  order  to  underwrite  Massport's  continuing  contribution 
to  the  region's  economic  and  transportation  infrastructure. 

It  has  therefore  been  a  major  requirement  for  development  of 
Bird  Island  Flats  that  Massport  utilize  one  of  its  remaining 
developable  land  resources  to  diversify  the  sources  of  income  to 
the  Authority  and  to  exploit  as  fully  as  possible  the  unique 
characteristics  of  the  BIF  site  as  one  of  the  Boston's  area's 
only  remaining,  Inner  Harbor,  developable  land  areas.  This 
requirement  is  also  connected  to  Massport's  policy  of  applying  a 
full  cost  recovery  approach  to  financing  the  total  costs  of  the 
operations  of  Logan  International  Airport.  A  primary  revenue 
source  for  Logan's  operation  is  the  landing  fee  paid  by  air 
carriers  and  operators  seeking  to  use  the  Logan  airfield.  This 
revenue  source,  along  with  others,  including  rental  income  from 
leased  property  and  facilities,  parking  charges,  concession  and 
other  income,  comprise  collectively  the  income  stream  which  must 
cover  total  Logan  expenses  as  well  as  sufficient  reserves  to  meet 
Massport's  trust  obligations.  Bird  Island  Flats  represents  both 
another  potential  income  source  and  another  cost  center.  Income 
from  BIF  activities  as  a  whole  must  therefore  cover  the  land  and 
other  costs  reasonably  allocated  to  BIF,  and,  in  addition,  such 
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other  costs  of  Logan's  operation  as  Massport  may  determine 
reasonably  to  absorb,  such  as  a  reasonable  portion  of  general 
administrative,  maintenance  and  operating  expenses,  as  well  as 
charges  for  services  for  shuttle  bus,  taxi  cab  services,  public 
information  services,  and  other  services  to  the  general  public  by 
Massporfs   licensees   or   concessionaires   under   Massport's 


agreements  with  them.  From  this  point  of  view,  it  is  important 
that  Massport  evaluate  the  broadest  possible  range  of 
aviation-related  land  uses  and  activities  at  BIF  in  order  to 
provide  a  substantial  and  flexible  income  stream.  This  has 
become  even  more  important  in  recent  months  as  the  loss  of 
federal  funds  under  the  Airport  Development  Aid  Program,  which 
'all  major  airports  have  relied  on  for  significant  contributions 
to  capital  improvements  budgets,  becomes  more  likely  in  the  face 
of  federal  program  cutbacks. 

Moreover,  within  the  BIF  cost  center  itself,  it  will  likely 
be  necessary  for  certain  uses  of  BIF  land  to  provide  income  which 
will  absorb  at  least  in  part  costs  of  BIF  development  for  cargo 
activities  which  would  otherwise  be  required  to  pay  the  full  cost 
of  development  on  BIF's  filled  land  site.  These  uses  are  judged 
to  be  a  high  priority  activity  for  location  directly  on  airport. 


(The  question  of  land  use  po 


licies  and  priorities  is  reviewed  in 
the  next  section  of  this  Chapter.)  Finally,  in  ascertaining  the 
appropriate  level  of  income  which  the  BIF  development  must 
generate,  Massport  must  act  in  the  context  of  overall  policy 
which  is  to  set  all  user  charges,  including  the  landing  fee, 
lease  income,  and  so  forth,  at  reasonable  levels  consistent  with 
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improved  airport  management  and  cost  consciousness,  yet 
commensurate  with  overall  airport  costs  and  the  various  legal  and 
other  obligations  which  Massport,  as  a  public  institution,  must 
fulfill  under  its  governing  legislation. 

1.1.3.   Land-use  Criteria 

Logan  Airport's  prominence  in  contributing  to  the  region's 
economy  and  transportation  system  have  brought  with  it  a  host  of 
demands  for  aviation  related  development  on  land  on  or  near  the 
airport.  Among  the  uses  for  which  space  demands  are  being  made 
and  which  are  potentially  accommodated  on  Bird  Island  Flats  are 
the  following: 

Cargo/freight  handling  activities:  There  is 
substantial  demand  for  space  at  Logan  Airport  for 
cargo  facilities  which  require  immediate  access  to 
aircraft  apron  areas  ("airside"  access).  There  is 
demand,  as  well,  for  freight  handling  activities 
which  may  function  without  such  apron  access;  these 
activities  require  reasonably  direct  ground  access 
to  the  airport  ("landside"  access)  but  may  locate 
and,  indeed,  in  many  instances  are  locating  already 
in  East  Boston,  Chelsea  and  Revere. 

Aviation-related  mixed  uses:  There  is  an  equally 
substantial  demand,  which  Massport  expects  will 
intensify  over  time,  for  location  on  or  very  close 
to  Logan  by  activities  which  are  aviation-connected 
or  airport-supporting,  including  airport  office 
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space,  conference  and  hotel  facilities,  light 
manufacturing  or  assembly  facilities, 
airport-related  housing  (e.g.  flight  crew  quarters) 
and  similar  forms  of  commercial  development. 

Massport's  basic  responsibility  in  evaluating  this  broad 
range  of  demands  is  to  use  its  powers  and  resources  to  guide  and 
direct  growth  in  aviation-related  development  to  locations  which 
are  appropriate  operationally,  which  minimize  adverse  impacts, 
and  which  promote  maximum  compatibility  with  surrounding  areas. 

Another  dimension  of  the  land-use  policy  issue  is  that  the 
Authority  has  adopted  a  policy  which  forecloses  airport  expansion 
or  land  acquisition  outside  of  current  boundaries.  This  policy 
commitment,  embodied  in  the  Logan  Airport  Master  Plan  Policy 
Statement   ("Master   Plan")  -*^   is  predicated  in  part  on  an 
affirmative  provision  of  law  which  restricts  the  Port  Authority's 
eminent  domain  powers  in  connection  with  land-takings  for  airport 
development  in  East  Boston.   It  is  also  an  outgrowth  of  certain 
historical  events  which  are  outlined  in  Chapter  3  of  this  Report. 
Focusing  on  the  opportunity  presented  by  Bird  Island  Flats, 
the  Flats  area  is  designated  in  the  Master  Plan  as  the  prime, 
remaining  developable  area  within  Logan's  boundary,  as  shown  on 
Figure  1.   AS  one  can  see,  this  site,  which  is  filled  land  in 
Boston  Harbor,  constitutes  an  extremely  scarce  and  valuable  land 
area  which  must  be  carefully  and  systematically  utilized  to  meet 
the  policy  and  operational  objectives  outlined  here  in  Chapter  1, 


»/  Master  Plan.  Logan  International  Airport, 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority,  April,  1976. 
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and  which  are  fundamental  to  Logan's  continued  viability. 
Obviously,  to  insure  that  these  objectives  are  met,  Massport  must 
closely  scrutinize  activities  which  may  seek  to  locate  on  airport 
property  and  must  set  land-use  priorities  which  best  meet  all  of 
these  basic  criteria.  In  its  examination  of  the  categories  of 
land-use,  and  upon  consideration  of  alternative  on-airport  sites 
which  may  become  available  as  leases  expire  (in  particular,  the 
North  Apron  area),  Massport  has  made  the  following  judgements: 

°    r..r.o  and  related  activities:  Highest  priority  for  BIF 
location  is  assigned  to  those  cargo  operations,  mainly  by  air 
carriers,  which  require  direct  airside  access  in  order  to  serve 
their  intended  functions  and  to  operate  at  a  reasonable  profit. 
This  activity  will  be  accomodated  to  the  maximum  degree  on  BIF 
consistent  with  Massport' s  assessment  of  current   and   future 
demand  for  this  kind  of  cargo  handling  facility  (See  Section 
1.1.4  of  this  Report)  and  consistent  as  well  with  Massport '  s 
luation  of  the  need  to  provide  space  for  equally  high  priority 
ctivities  within  the  mixed  use  category  of  aviation-related 
tivities  also  potentially  accomodated  on  BIF.   Lower  priority 
is  assigned  to  freight  forwarder  operations  which  need  reasonable 
landside  access  to  Logan  but  which  do  not  require  apron  access; 
and  to  other  airline  or  airfield  support  activities  such  as  food 
preparation  establishments,  fuel  storage  areas,  and  general 
aviation  facilities.    Massport  will  provide  space  for  these 
tivities  on  BIF  only  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the 
comodation  of  higher  priority  uses  and  with  the  need  to  meet 
the  overall  policy  and  operational  standards  described  in  this 
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Section.  With  respect  to  GA  facilities,  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  makes  note  of  the  fact  that  Massport  is  committed 
to  relocation  of  the  GA  facility  currently  located  in  an 
operationally  inefficient  and  environmentally  inappropriate 
portion  of  the  Southwest  Service  Area.  Massport  will  determine 
in  the  future  the  extent  to  which  such  activity  will  be  relocated 

to  BIF  or  elsewhere  on  Logan  Airport. 

o   ... 

Mixed-use  activities:  As  in  the  cargo  category,  there  are 

differing  priorities  within  this  set  of  potential  aviation- 
related  uses  of  BIF.  Among  these  uses  is  a  computer  and 
information  marketing  center  which  has  been  suggested  to  Massport 
by  its  developer  advisor.  The  characteristics  of  this  center  are 
described  at  Section  1.2.2  of  this  Chapter.  The  marketing 
analysis  conducted  to  date  indicates  that  the  facility  requires 
direct  access  to  Logan  Airport  in  order  to  operate  must 
successfully  in  the  Boston  area.  That  analysis  also  suggests 
that  if  a  site  with  the  characteristics  of  BIF  is  not  provided, 
there  is  a  substantial  likelihood  that  the  center  will  locate 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States,  at  a  site  having  characteristics 
similar  to  those  of  BIF. 

In  addition  to  the  unique  features  offered  by  BIF  for  such  a 
center,  the  economic  return  to  the  Boston  region  as  well  as  the 
financial  return  to  Massport  from  a  computer  information  center 
on  BIF  promises  to  be  the  highest  of  any  of  the  aviation-related 
cargo  or  mixed  uses  presently  under  consideration  for  location  on 
BIF.  Also,  this  center,  as  will  be  discussed  in  more  detail  in 
this  Section  of  Chapter  1,  enjoys  environmental  characteristics 
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which  are  assessed  to  be  very  beneficial,  both  in  terms  of 
minimizing  prospective  impacts  otherwise  associated  with 
automobile  traffic  to  and  from  the  center,  and  in  terms  of 
offering  an  economically  viable  architectural  opportunity  to 
create  a  positive  noise  and  visual  buffer  and  land-use  transition 
zone  between  Logan's  airfield  and  aircraft  activities  and  the 
East  Boston  residential  community,  Boston  Harbor,  and  downtown 
areas  located  near  BIF.  Massport  has  therefore  assigned  high 
priority  to  location  of  this  type  of  land  use  on  BIF. 

Other  high  priority  activities  include  airport  office  space 
for  tenants  who  are  seeking  direct  airport  access  and  who,  for 
the  most  part,  have  airport-connected  businesses,  as  well  as 
airport-dependent  hotel  development.    Unlike  the  computer 
information  center,  however,  these  activities  -  including  hotel 
development,   which,   however,   Massport   is   not   presently 
recommending  for  inclusion  in  its  BIF  Proposed  Development  Flan 
—  will  likely  locate  off  but  near  Logan  Airport  if  an  on-airport 
site  at  BIF   is  not  provided.    Should  such  aviation-related 
development  take  place  off-airport,  there  is  a  substantial 
likelihood  that  adverse  land-use,  environmental  and  other  impacts 
would  occur,  especially  if  existing  pressures  towards  development 
f  office  sites  in  East  Boston  residential  sections  continue  to 
intensify.   Massport  has  thus  given  at  least  certain  of  these 
uses  high  priority   for  development  on  Bird  Island  Flats. 
Similarly,  the  proposed  conference  facilities  of  the  kind 
described  in  Section  1.2.2  of  this  Chapter  of  the  RFEIR  are  very 
airport-dependent.   Should  these  activities  be  forced  to  locate 
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off-airport,  prospective  operators  will  doubtlessly  search  for 
nearby  sites  in  East  Boston  or  elsewhere  in  the  regional  core, 
possibly  at  highly  inappropriate  locations  with  traffic  and  other 
adverse  impacts  extending  beyond  those  which  Massport  has  sought 
to  control  through  its  development  approach. 

1.1.4.   Demand  For  Cargo  Facilities  at  Logan  Airport 

Logan  International  Airport  is  the  major  airport  for  New 
England  as  well  as  the  Boston  area.  As  such,  it  must  accommodate 
a  substantial  portion  of  the  reasonably  projected  demand  for 
cargo  handling  in  the  Boston  and  New  England  region  to  permit 
Logan  to  remain  a  competitive  and  viable  airport,  and  to  serve 
the  region's  economic  infrastructure  requirements  which  are 
heavily  dependent  on  goods  movement.  Because  this  demand  for 
cargo  handling  requires  that  cargo  facilities  interface  with 
major  air  passenger  carriers,  the  need  for  improvements  at  Logan 
will  exist  even  if  other  airports  in  Massachusetts  eventually 
implement  improved  cargo  facilities. 

During  our  review  of  the  comments  received  on  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  two  issues  relating  to  the  question 
of  demand  for  cargo  facilities  were  frequently  raised.  One  was 
whether  Massport's  estimates  of  projected  demand  (in  cargo 
tonnage  to  be  processed)  and  the  extent  of  building  areas  and 
apron  space  needed  to  handle  the  projected  demand  were 
reasonable.  The  second  was  whether  Massport  considered  the 
possibility  that  some  of  the  projected  tonnage  demand  could  be 
better  handled  elsewhere  in  Massachusetts  (e.g.,  in  Worcester). 
Each  of  these  questions  is  reviewed  in  detail  here. 
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1  . 1  . M  .  1  .   A ir  Cargo  Demand  Estimates 

In  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  Massport  reported 
its  projection  of  year  2000  demand  for  cargo  handling  at  some 
473,000  tons  per  year  (see  FEIR,  Chapter  1  at  p.  1-2).    Some 
residents  of  the  East  Boston  community  contested  this  estimate 
and  expressed  their  concern  that  cargo  building  areas  and  apron 
space  assigned  on  BIF  are,  together  with  other  such  areas  on 
Logan,  far  in  excess  of  space  which  would  be  required  under  a 
reasonable  estimate  of  projected  demand.   On  the  other  hand,  the 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  expressed  a  strong  preference 
that  the  on-airport   land  area  at  BIF  should  be  reserved 
exclusively  for  cargo  handling  or  related  aircraft  or  airfield 
Both  of  these  points  of  view  may  reflect  certain 
isunderstandings  regarding  Massporfs  analysis  of  forecasted 
demand  and  resulting  needs  for  building  areas  and  apron  space. 
Three  specific  questions  '  arise  in  this  connection:   (D   which 
long-term  growth  projections  for  cargo  processing  were  used  by 
Massport  and  what  was  their  basis;  (2)  what  is  the  relationship 
of   cargo   tonnage   projected   to   the   amount  of  building  area 
necessary  to   process   that   tonnage;   and   (3)   what   is  the 
relationship  between  projected  cargo  tonnage  and  the  aircraft 
operations  and  associated  apron  parking  positions  necessary  to 

„^  1 -i  ^^  nanaoitv     These  questions  are 
provide  reasonable  cargo  lift  capacii-y.    inco   m 

examined  below. 

In  the  FEIR,  Section  1.3.1-,  Massport  described  its  "baseline 
forecast"  of  tons  of  cargo  to  be  processed  in  Year  2000  based  in 
part  on  an  analysis  performed  in  1979  by  Massporfs  consultant, 
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Charles  River  Associates  (CRA).  The  CRA  baseline  forecast  is 
lower  than  comparable  industry  forecasts  for  Boston  produced 
either  by  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  or  by  the  Air 
Transport  Association.  Figure  2  shows  various  forecasts  for  the 
domestic  cargo  portion  of  Logan's  total  demand.  The  range 
associated  with  the  CRA  baseline  forecast  represent  CRA's 
estimate  of  domestic  cargo  demand  under  high  and  low  growth 
economic  assumptions.  The  average  annual  growth  rate  implied  by 
the  CRA  baseline  forecast  for  domestic  cargo  is  4.1%  per  annum, 
compared  with  6.1%  and  Q.2%  for  the  two  FAA  forecasts  also 
depicted  in  Figure  2. 

Figure  2  shows  only  the  domestic  cargo  portion  of  the  demand. 
The  addition  of  international  freight  brings  the  total  cargo 
projection  for  year  2000  to  the  473,000  tons  shown  on  Table  1.3.1 
in  the  FEIR  at  p. 1-3,  and  used  to  estimate  building  area 
requirements  . 

The  basic  question  with  respect  to  the  air  cargo  volume 
projections  is  whether  Massport  has  adopted  a  reasonable  forecast 
as  the  basis  for  its  planning.  This  question  can  only  be 
answered  by  recognizing  first,  that,  as  in  other  aspects  of  the 
analysis  of  demand  for  cargo  facilities,  we  are  dealing  in  an 
area  of  substantial  uncertainty  regarding  forecasts  for  cargo 
growth.  Massport,  for  example,  has  seen  strong  evidence  that  FAA 
and  industry  forecasts,  traditional  sources  of  estimates  for 
airport  cargo  improvement  programs,  have  historically  been 
optimistic  and  have  failed  to  accurately  portray  actual  growth 
experience.   The  reasons  for  this  may  be  that  methods  used  in 
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these  forecasts  have  combined  trend  analysis  techniques  (which 
generally  overstate  the  effect  of  high  growth  rates  during  the 
industry's  early  years  upon  future  year  demand),  with  techniques 
which  allocate  Boston's  historic  share  of  national  demand 
projections.  Boston  shows  an  upward  bias  in  the  latter  forecasts 
because  of  the  relatively  lower  industrial  growth  being 
experienced  here  as  opposed  to  other,  less  mature  regions  of  the 
country,  but  this  bias  is  not  accounted  for  in  allocating 
national  shares. 

By  way  of  contrast,  the  CRA  approach  employed  a  regional 
econometric  modelling  technique  using  actual  economic  performance 
of  the  Boston  area.  This  approach  should  minimize  tendencies  to 
overpredict  growth.  At  the  same  time,  Massport,  it  should  be 
noted,  has  chosen  not  to  select  CRA's  low  economic  growth 
forecast  in  contrast  with  the  baseline  forecast  which  was 
utilized,  as  described  above.  Massport  believes  it  would  be 
imprudent  to  base  its  long  range  planning  on  the  unusually  low 
economic  assumptions  underlying  the  CRA  low  range  forecast  in 
view  of  the  good  performance  of  Massachusetts  high  technology 
based  economy  during  the  current  recession. 

A  key  point  to  observe  is  that  the  purpose  of  the  cargo 
volume  forecasts  and  the  building  and  apron  requirements  which 
are  derived  from  them  is  only  to  establish  the  likely,  outside 
long-term  physical  need  for  cargo  facilities.  Massport  has  used 
this  analysis  to  develop  a  plan  for  BIF  which  is  capable  of 
providing  facilities  to  meet  those  needs  and  to  analyze  the 
environmental   impact  of  this  plan.    Given  the  recognized 
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uncertainties  of  this  type  of  analysis,  Massport  will  construct 
only  those  facilities  for  which  an  actual  demand  materializes  in 
the  future. 

Building  Area  Requirements 

The  building  area  required  to  process  the  projected  cargo 
demand  is  estimated  by  applying  a  building  efficiency  of  1.2 
square  feet  per  annual  ton  of  cargo  processed  to  the  baseline 
cargo  forecast  for  the  year  2000.  It  should  be  noted  that  this 
calculation  excludes  mail,  which  is  consolidated  at  the  central 
postal  facility  rather  than  at  air  cargo  facilities.  Moreover, 
this  calculation  results  in  an  estimated  requirement  for  cargo 
carrier  space  only,  and  excludes  area  which  may  be  provided  for 
freight  forwarders,  since  almost  all  freight  processed  by 
forwarders  is  reprocessed  later  by  a  carrier.  Table  1.1.4.1 
illustrates  the  relationship  of  existing  and  future  building 
areas  devoted  to  processing  air  carriers  cargo: 


North  Apron 
Southwest  Cargo  Area 
BIF  Cargo  I 
BIF  Cargo  II 
Total 


Table  1.1.4.1 
(square  footage) 

Existing 

258,000 

38,000 


296,000  sq.  ft 


Future  (year  2000) 
195,000 
38,000 
285,000 
106,000 
624,000  sq.  ft 
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In  its  evaluation  of  future  building  space  needed  to  process 
air  cargo,  Massport  has  recognized  that  several  areas  are  subject 
to  uncertainty.  For  example,  in  estimating  the  reduction  in 
North  Apron  building  area  from  the  existing  258,000  sq.  ft.  to 
the  future  195,000  sq.  ft.  (see  FEIR,  Chapter  1,  at  p.  1-5),  it 
is  assumed  that  only  the  existing  American  Airlines  cargo 
building  (63,000  sq.  ft.)  would  be  removed  from  cargo  service  due 
to  its  undesirable  location  on  the  last  remaining  section  of 
terminal  roadway.  It  is  possible  that  a  reorganization  of  North 
cargo  apron  area  might  result  in  still  further  removals  of  cargo 
building  area  from  service,  thus  increasing  pressure  on 
accommodation  of  forecast  demand  at  BIF. 

Similarly,  the  estimate  of  building  area  available  for  cargo 
processing  on  BIF  is  subject  to  some  uncertainty.  The  existing 
North  Apron  buildings  represent  actual  measured  building  areas, 
whereas  all  BIF  areas  are  expressed  as  building  envelopes. 
During  actual  design  of  individual  tenants'  facilities,  the 
square  footage  actually  available  for  cargo  processing  may  drop 
somewhat  as  building  envelope  areas  are  reduced  to  provide 
individual  building  clearances,  fire  vehicle  access,  apron  access 
corridors,  setbacks,  etc. 

One  final  consideration  affecting  the  area  of  cargo  buildings 
on  BIF  is  the  assumption  that  all  of  the  stated  areas  will  be 
utilized  by  air  carriers.  In  fact,  that  portion  of  the  Air  Cargo 
I  building  area  (see  Illustrative  Site  Flan,  Figure  3,  and 
Section  1.2.1)  which  has  been  reoriented  to  a  north-south 
alignment   ( approxiamtely   67,500   sq .   ft.)   could  be  used   for 
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freight  forwarding  space.  In  that  case,  this  area  should  not  be 
included  m  the  hulldlng  efficiency  calculations,  since  its  cargo 
would  ultimately  be  re-processed  at  a  carrier's  facility, 
subject  to  these  uncertainties  regarding  the  ultimate  area 
devoted     to     cargo     processing     In     future     years,     it     Is     Massporfs 

^c    toll    nnn    ^n       ft      of    area    for    i473,O0O 
view    that    the    assumption    of    621,000    sq.    it. 

annual    tons    Is   reasonable. 


a 
a 
va 


Cargo  Aircraft  Apron  Positions 

The   final   task   In   estimating   overall   cargo   facility 
requirements  for  Bird  Island  Flats  is  to  translate  the  total 
nnual  demand  for  cargo  and  mall  into  likely  requirements  for 
ircraft  apron  parking  spaces.    This  task  Is  complicated  by 
nations  or  uncertainties  in  many  of  the  factors  affecting 
overall  cargo  lift  capability  such  as;  aircraft  load  restrictions 
and  load  factors;  uncertainty  In  the  future  distribution  of  cargo 
between  passenger  aircraft  lower  holds  and  all-cargo  freighters; 
the  efficiency  with  which  apron  positions  are  likely  to  be 
utilized;  the  peaking  characteristics  of  freighter  operations  to 
certain  destinations;  variations  in  the  ratio  of  enplaned  to 
deplaned  cargo;  and  other  similar  factors.   When  all  of  these 
factors  are  combined,  a  substantial  variation  In  estimates  of 

..^cmii-     The   individual 
needed  apron  parking  positions  can  result. 

factors  affecting  these  estimates  are  outlined  below; 

r„r,.ned/neolaned  Ratio;   All  the  tonnage  estimates  used  In 

estimating  cargo  demand  have  been  given  as  the  total  of  both 

enplaned  and  deplaned  tonnage.   In  fact,  the  amount  of  enplaned 
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(outbound)  and  deplaned  (inbound)  cargo  at  Boston  is  not  equal. 
In  1979,  for  example,  about  60%  of  the  total  tonnage  shipped  was 
enplaned  cargo,  reflecting  Boston's  position  as  a  net  exporter  of 
goods.  Regardless  whether  the  ratio  of  enplaned  to  deplaned 
cargo  on  any  given  day  favors  the  inbound  or  the  outbound  demand, 
it  is  clear  that  the  total  demand  for  one-way  cargo  lift  capacity 
could  be  greater  than  50%  of  the  total  volume  shipped  on  that 
day.  Massport  estimates  the  range  of  variation  of  this  factor  to 
be  from  50%  (if  the  inbound  is  exactly  balanced  by  the  outbound) 
to  60%  (the  current,  annual  average  imbalance). 

Freighter  v.  Belly-Cargo  Share:  The  range  of  variation  of 
this  factor  is  somewhere  between  the  current  value  (no%  of  total 
cargo  tonnage  is  shipped  in  all  cargo  freighters)  and  the  lowest 
probable  value  being  forecast  for  the  future  (22%  of  total  cargo 
tonnage  being  shipped  in  freighters) .- 


Frequency  and  Peak  Demand 


Depending   on   the   size   of 


individual  markets,  freighter  flights  do  not  operate  every  day  of 
the  week.  The  most  frequent  freighter  service  being  offered  is 
currently  6  times  a  week,  while  several  markets  are  served  as 
little  as  once  a  week.  If  several  low  frequency  markets  are 
served  on  the  same  days,  the  peak  demand  for  apron  positions  is 
increased.  To  account  for  possible  variations  in  this  frequency 
(or  peaking)  factor,  we  used  a  maximum  value  of  5  flights  per 
week  (260  annual  flights)  to  a  minimum  value  of  2  flights  per 
week  (lOM  annual  flights). 


-'        Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Aviation  Forecast  (Boston 
area),  March,  1980. 
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Load  Factor:  Variations  in  the  load  factor  (the  ratio  of 
cargo  actually  carried  to  the  capacity  of  an  aircraft)  will 
affect  the  number  of  flights  necessary  to  carry  a  given  tonnage 
of  cargo.  It  is  obviously  desirable  for  reasons  of  economy  as 
well  as  energy  efficiency  to  maintain  load  factors  at  the  highest 
possible  level;  nonetheless,  several  factors  prevent  this  from 
happening  in  practice.  First,  the  weight  to  volume  ratio  of  the 
cargo  being  shipped  usually  results  in  an  aircraft-s  volume  being 

.  ..      -^v„  ic  t-Asf^hpd     For  example, 
filled  before  its  weight  capacity  is  reaonea. 

Flying  Tigers  reports  that  the  cargo  volume  of  their  Boston  747 

is  completely  filled  at  about  70S  of  its  weight  based  capacity. 

A  second  limitation  on  achieving  maximum  load  factor  is  the 

economically  efficient  practice  of  combining  flights  from  two 

nearby  cities,  neither  of  which  would  fill  the  airplane  alone,  in 

one  long  distance  flight  at  a  reasonably  high  load  factor.   The 

average  load  factor  on  Boston  to  New  York  to  Los  Angeles  flights 

in  1980  was  only  W    on  the  Boston  to  New  York  leg.   Another 

example  of  this  practice  is  Air  France's  Boston-New  York-Paris 

freighter  which  departs  Boston  for  New  York  at  an  average  load 

factor  of  35%.   In  our  estimates  we  used  a  range  for  this  factor 

of  355  to  70t. 

n^.r^.e  Aircraft  Capacity:  The  greatest  efficiency  of  apron 
utilization  would  obviously  occur  if  all  cargo  were  transported 
in  the  largest  available  aircraft  (747's  with  a  capacity  of  about 
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100  tons).  However,  because  all  markets  are  not  sized  for  this 
maximum  capacity  aircraft,  many  flights  will  utilize  smaller 
aircraft  such  as  DC8's  at  43  tons,  707's  at  35  tons,  727's  at  22 
tons,  or  DC9's  at  16  tons.  Although  we  expect  increased  use  of 
747  freighters  in  the  future,  a  reasonable  minimum  average 
capacity  might  be  as  low  as  60  tons  considering  a  mix  of  aircraft 
types.  Massport  assumed  range  of  capacity  between  60  and  100 
tons  per  flight. 

Apron  Efficiency:  This  factor  attempts  to  state  the  apron 
efficiency  in  terms  of  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  per  day 
on  each  aircraft  apron  parking  position.  Freighters  usually 
arrive  in  the  mid  to  late  morning  and  lay  over  until  their 
evening  or  nighttime  departure,  resulting  in  an  apron  efficiency 
at  1.0  operation  per  day.  However,  under  congested  conditions 
such  as  exist  on  the  North  Cargo  Apron,  we  have  experienced  apron 
efficiencies  of  about  1.5  operations  per  day,  representing  a 
reasonable  maximum  for  apron  efficiency.  Massport  employed  a 
range  of  apron  efficiency  of  between  1.0  and  1.5  operations  per 
day. 

Although  it  is  extremely  unlikely  that  all  of  these  factors 
affecting  the  efficiency  of  freighter  operations  and,  hence,  the 
number  of  apron  positions  required,  will  occur  in  either  the  most 
efficient  or  the  least  efficient  combination,  it  is  illustrative 
to  indicate  the  change  in  the  number  of  apron  positions  required 
to  meet  projected  demand  under  those  extreme  conditions. 
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Table  1  .1  .4.2 

Variations  in  Apron  Positions 

Projected  Demand  =  536,000  tons/yr.  (including  mail) 


Factor 


Range 


Largest  Smallest 

Apron  Requirement    Apron  Requirement 


Enplaned  % 
Freighter  Share 
Load  Factor 
Frequency 
Ave'-age  Capacity 
Apron  Efficiency 


60%  -  50% 
40%  -  22% 
35%  -  70% 
2-5  flts/wk, 
60-100  tons 


321,600  tons/yr. 

128,640  tons/yr. 

367,543  tons/yr. 

3,534  tons/day 

59  fits/day 


268,000  tons/yr 
59,960  tons/yr 
84,229  tons/yr 
324  tons/day 
3.2  fits/day 


1.0-1.5  fits/day    59  apron 
positions 


2.2  apron 
positions 


Despite  the  broad  range  presented  by  this  analysis,  it  is 
useful  as  a  backdrop  against  which  to  evaluate  the  estimates  of 
flight  activity  used  in  the  Draft  and  Final  EIR,  the  requests  by 
likely  tenants  for  apron  space  at  BIF,  and  the  apron  area  being 
proposed  in  the  RFEIR. 

Flight  Transportation  Associates,  Inc.,  a  consultant  to 
Massport,  prepared  an  estimate  of  future  cargo  aircraft  flight 
operations  at  Logan  which  was  utilized  in  the  Draft  and  Final 
EIR.  They  estimated  a  total  of  24.5  cargo  aircraft  flights  per 
day  in  the  year  2000,  of  which  Massport  assigned  12  to  BIF. 
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Potential  tenants  have  indicated  their  likely  long  term  needs  as 
follows : 


Northwest  Orient  2 

Air  France  1 

Flying  Tigers  3 

American  Airlines  2 

Federal  Express  1 

Emery  1 

Airborne  X 

TOTAL  11 


747  positions 

747  position 

747  positions 

747  positions 

747  position    or  equivalent 

707,  DC8,  DC9  or  727  position 

707,  DCS,  DC(  or  727  position 

positions 


*    One  position  to  be  used  for  remote  parking  and   line 
maintenance  of  their  passenger  aircraft. 

**   To  be  shared  by  one  DC-10  and  2   727  flights  per  day. 

The  program  described  in  Section  1.2  of  this  Chapter  provides 
for  6  747  apron  positions  in  Air  Cargo  Area  1 ,  3  or  4  707,  DC8, 
727,  or  DC9  apron  positions  in  Cargo  Area  II,  and  a  modest 
capability  for  smaller  itinerant  cargo  and  charter  aircraft 
sharing  apron  space  with  general  aviation  aircraft  in  the  Bravo  I 
and  Bravo  II  areas. 

Summary : 

Considering  the  broad  range  of  uncertainty  in  all  of  the 
planning  elements  of  BIF  cargo  facilities  design,  it  is 
Massport's  view  that  the  cargo  facilities  being  proposed  provide 
a  reasonable  capability  to  meet  likely  cargo  demand  through  the 
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year  2000.  It  should  be  emphasized  that  Massport  intends  to 
construct  these  facilities  only  in  response  to  emerging  demand. 
The  current  plans  represent  the  maximum  foreseeable  cargo 
development  for  which  space  is  reserved  on  BIF  and  for  which 
analysis  of  environmental  impacts  is  provided  in  the 
RFEIR/FEIR/DEIR. 


1,1  .U.?.   Diversion  of  Air  CarRO  to  Other  Regional  Airports 

commentators  on  the  Final  EIR  have  requested  that  Massport 
evaluate  the  possibility  that  major   air  cargo  processing 
facilities  of  the  kind  described  for  BIF  might  be  provided  at  one 
of  the  other  regional  airports.   Underlying  these  requests  is  the 
recognition  that  several  other  airports  in  eastern  Massachusetts 
eet  the  aircraft  operational  requirements  for  an  air  cargo 
center,  and  have  lesser  traffic  and/or  community  impacts  than 
Logan.    The  commentators  speculate  that  excellent  air  cargo 
facilities  could  be  built  at  airports  which  not  only  have  better 
highway  access  and  fewer  potential  environmental  problems  but  in 
some  cases,  are  actively  seeking  air  cargo  growth.    Massport 
recognizes  the  potential  for  air  cargo  growth  at  these  outlying 
airports   and   has,   in   the   case  of   its  own  reliever   airport 
(Hanscom  Field  in  Bedford),  made  affirmative  provisions  both  in 
the   Hanscom  Master  Plan   and,   the   H.anscom_Field_Rules_and 
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Regulations  for  future  air  cargo  growth. 

At  the  same  time,  it  must  be  recognized  that  there  are 
certain  economies  of  scale  which  attract  air  cargo  operations  to 
Logan  as  the  region's  hub  airport.   For  instance  only  about  ^0% 
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of  Logan's  freight  is  currently  shipped  in  all-cargo  aircraft, 
the  remainder  being  shipped  in  the  lower  or  "belly"  holds  of 
regularly  scheduled  passenger  planes.  Industry  analysts  expect 
the  percentage  of  air  cargo  on  all-cargo  freighters  will  decline 
substantially  in  future  years  (to  between  20%  -  30%),  with 
corresponding  increases  in  belly  freight  tonnage,  so  that 
passenger  aircraft  lower  holds  may  carry  as  much  as  70%  of  cargo 
tonnage  shipped  annually.  In  view  of  the  increasing  dominance  of 
belly  freight,  it  is  obviously  inefficient  to  operate  all-cargo 
aircraft  at  a  different  airport  from  passenger  aircraft  and  lose 
the  flexibility  of  alternate  shipment  choices,  the  opportunity 
for  interline  transfer  between  freighter  and  passenger  flights, 
and  the  economies  of  operating  one  air  cargo  operation  for  both 
freighter  and  passenger  shipments. 

Moreover,  the  BIF  site  for  the  regional  cargo  facility  under 
review  here  makes  good  planning  sense  in  light  of  the 
uncertainties  in  forecasts  for  total  cargo  demand  discussed  in 
the  previous  Section  1.1.4.1.  As  explained  there,  Massport  has 
adopted  a  flexible  stance  in  site  planning  and  design  which 
permits  the  construction  of  only  that  amount  of  building  which  is 
required  to  satisfy  actual  demand.  Should  that  demand  not 
materialize,  because,  for  example,  other  airports  in  fact  command 
sufficient  competitive  advantages  to  draw  carriers  or  freight 
handlers  to  their  locations  for  predominantly  all-freighter 
carriage,  Massport  has  reserved  the  capability  to  employ  BIF  land 
areas  for  more  profitable  aviation-related  uses  and  is  not 
committed  to  building  duplicative  cargo  facilitates  at  Logan. 
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Thus,  the  implementation  of  the  BIF  project  as  outlined  in  this 
report  does  not  exclude  possible  diversion  of  air  cargo  to  other 
Massachusetts  locations.  At  the  same  time  it  seeks  to  exploit 
fully  the  considerable  economic  and  other  advantages  of  a 
regional  air  cargo  facility  which  is  integrated  with  passenger 

operations  . 

Despite  these  advantages,  nevertheless,  possibilities  exist 
for   all-cargo   charter   or   express   package  services   at   other 
regional  airports  when  the  shipper's  needs  will  allow  isolation 
from  the  larger  hub  network.    Federal  Express  conducted  its 
express  operations  out  of  Hanscom  Field  successfully  during  the 
period   from   1973   to   1978,   since   they   are   a   purely 
origin/destination  carrier  having  no  need  to  interconnect  with 
either   other   freight  carriers  or  with  passenger  flights. 
However,  Federal  relocated  their  operations  to  Logan  in  order  to 
secure  the  ground  handling  facilities  and  infrastructure  required 
for  its  larger  aircraft,  which  were  unavailable  at  Hanscom,  and 
to  take  advantage  of  the  better  ground  access  to  its  prime 
Central  Business  District  market. 

One  last  disincentive  to  freight  operations  at  remote 
airports  is  the  need  for  basic  airport  infrastructure  such  as 
multiple  instrument  Landing  Systems  serving  all  wind  directions 
with  all-weather  landing  capability;  heavy  duty  runways,  taxiways 
and  aprons  which  can  accommodate  the  higher  gross  weights  of 
freighter  aircraft;  and  other  freight  processing  facilities  with 
which  to  share  incremental  costs.  While  none  of  these 
infrastructure  elements  is  impossible  to  provide  at  remote 
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airports,   it  is  obvious  that  an  extensive  duplication  of 
facilities  already  existing  at  Logan  would  be  required. 

1.1.5.   Environmental  Requirements 

Logan  Airport  is  uniquely  situated  as  a  major  city  hub 
airport  at  the  center  of  the  Boston  region,  adjacent  to  Boston's 
downtown,  to  Boston  Harbor  and  to  Boston's  seaport.  Moreover,  it 
is  located  in  East  Boston  and  borders  directly  on  several  densely 
settled  residential  communities  which  for  the  most  part 
preexisted  the  expansion  of  the  airport  into  the  major  facility 
which  we  know  today.  These  facts  constitute  a  major  positive 
opportunity  for  maintaining  and  enhancing  Logan's  value  to  the 
Boston  region,  but  also  represent  a  fundamental  constraint  on 
Logan's  future  development  and  operation.  In  particular,  the 
fact  of  Logan's  direct  and  substantial  impact  on  the  East  Boston 
community,  among  others,  has  produced  the  historically  dominant 
environmental  issue  affecting  Logan's  relationship  to  its 
environment:  namely,  the  generation  of  noise  from  aircraft 
activity.  The  historical  dimension  of  this  relationship  is 
outlined  in  Chapter  3  of  this  Report. 

While  aircraft  noise  continues  to  be  the  central  issue, 
Massport  has  recognized  other  aspects  of  the  environmental  impact 
of  its  facility  on  surrounding  communities.  One  such  impact 
involves  movement  of  cargo  and  other  trucks  through  these 
communities,  particularly  the  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood,  to  and 
from  Logan.  Another  concern,  although  not  in  any  sense  equal  to 
the  problem  of  aircraft  noise,  is  the  movement  of  automobile 
traffic  through  these  communities  to  the  airport. 
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In  light  of  the  dominance  of  the  noise  issue  in  terms  of 
Logan's  environmental  impacts,  Massport  may  reasonably  permit 
development  of  the  airport  only  by  also  acting  to  reduce 
airport-generated  noise,  especially  aircraft  noise,  to  the 
maximum  feasible  degree.  The  Bird  Island  Flats  project  must 
therefore   encompass   a   number   of   specific   environmental 

requirements : 

(1)  Establish  a  transitional  land-use  zone  which  will  lie 
between  portions  of  the  airport  used  for  aircraft  and  direct 
airfield  activities  and  the  off-aiport,  residential  community  in 
Jeffries  Point  which  is  immediately  adjacent  to  BIF  and  the 
water's  edge,  and  which  is  the  community  most  directly  and 
erely  impacted  by  operations  on  BIF.  This  land-use  transition 
one  must  include  land-uses  which  are  aviation-related  but  not 
uctive  of  noise  impacts  from  taxiing  or  parked  cargo, 


sev 

z 

prod 

passenger  or  other  aircraft 


(2)   Establish   a   set   of   land-uses   which   permit   the 

construction  of  effective  barriers,  visually  and  acoustically,  of 

noise  from  aircraft  operations  which  will  be  generated  on  the 

portions   of   the   BIF   site   assigned   to  cargo  and   related 

activities,  as  well  as  from  certain  other  aircraft  activities 

associated  with  operations  of  the  Eastern  and  U.S.  Air  facilities 

on  the  southern  side  of  Logan  immediately  adjacent  to  BIF  proper. 

This  buffer  must  shield  the  community  in  a  fashion  which  promises 

a  reasonable  degree  of  relief  from  noise  impacts  especially  at 

night . 


-27- 


(3)  Establish  land-uses  which  min imi ze--to  the  maximum 
feasible  degree  consistent  with  other  essential  policy  and 
operational  criteria  discussed  in  this  section— the  traffic  and 
related  environmental  impacts  associated  with  airport 
development.  These  impacts  include  truck  as  well  as  auto 
traffic,  the  former  having  far  greater  prominence  in  terms  of 
concerns  expressed  in  the  impacted  East  Boston  community,  and 
relating  directly  to  cargo  activity  at  Logan. 

In  addition  to  the  above  concerns  which  frame  the  primary 
environmental  impacts  of  the  BIF  development,  Massport  has  also 
analyzed  and  taken  substantial  efforts  in  defining  its  proposed 
plan  to  minimize  or  avoid  altogether  a  range  of  other  impacts. 
These  include,  among  others,  potential  water  quality  impacts  and 
air  quality  impacts,  as  well  as  related  impacts  on  nearby 
recreational  areas.  These  were  analyzed  in  the  FEIR/DEIR  and  are 
further  evaluated  in  Chapter  4  of  this  report.  Also,  Massport 
has  recognized  that  it  is  a  regional  institution  and  is  a  member 
of  the  Metroplitan  Planning  Organization  for  the  Boston  region's 
federally-approved  transportation  planning  process.  As  such,  the 
Authority  is  prepared  to  take  active  measures,  alone,  where 
appropriate,  or  in  concert  with  other  state  and  local  agencies 
with  relevant  jurisdiction,  expertise  and  legal  authority,  to  put 
in  place  overall  transportation  strategies  which  maximize  travel 
to  and  from  Logan  Airport  in  transit  or  multiple-occupancy 
vehicles,  and  which  minimize  the  burdens  which  Logan  necessarily 
places  on  regional  transportation  facilities,  including  the 
Central  Artery.    The  latter  facility,  of  course,  services  all 
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major  existing  and  proposed  land  uses  and  developments  in  the 
Boston  regional  core.  Notwithstanding  Massport's  lack  of  control 
over  Central  Artery  improvements  and  traffic  management  by  the 
Commonwealth,  this  matter  is  taken  into  consideration  in 
Massport's  evaluation  in  this  report  (Chapter  M,  Section  ^.^,  and 
Chapter  5,  Section  5-3). 

1.2.   Definition  of  Proposed  Development  Plan 

Following  publication  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  in  December,  Massport  continued  its  planning,  design  and 
development  process  for  the  Bird  Island  Flats  program. 
Simultaneously,  a  reexamination  of  the  basic  project  was 
undertaken  in  response  to  comments  given  to  Massport  on  the  FEIR. 
The  net  result  is  that  Proposed  Development  Plan  is  presented  in 
this  section  of  the  RFEIR  in  a  form  slightly  adjusted  from  that 
shown  in  the  FEIR. 

First,  Massport  has  continued  its  efforts  during  the  process 
of  design  and  engineering  for  the  BIF  project  to  gain  still 
further  aircraft  noise  mitigation  from  the  design  and  building 
alignments  used  on  the  cargo  portion  of  the  BIF  site.  An 
adjustment  has  been  made  which  does  not  represent  a  conceptual 
change  in  the  PDP  outlined  in  the  FEIR  and  is  different  mainly  in 
the  sense  that  noise  is  reduced.  This  aspect  of  the  refinement 
of  the  PDP  is  described  in  Section  1.2.1. 

Second,  Massport  sought  to  take  advantage  of  the  results  of 
its  on-going  market  exploration  for  the  mixed  use  zone,  which 
continued  during  and  after  review  of  the  FEIR  commencing  in 
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December,  1980.  The  result  is  that  the  generic  mixed  use 
component  of  the  PDP  outlined  in  the  FEIR  has  been  refined  into  a 
further,  illustrative  site  plan  which  reflects  current  thinking 
about  what  the  market  for  aviation-related  mixed  use  development 
might  sustain  on  the  BIF  site.  This  refined  or  adjusted 
illustrative  site  plan  is  completely  consistent  with  the  basic 
land-use  mix  included  in  the  FEIR,  as  will  be  explained  below  in 
Section  1 .2.2. 

1.2.1.   Cargo  and  Related  Activities 

As  mentioned  above,  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  for  this 
portion  of  the  BIF  site  (see  Illustrative  Site  Plan,  Figure  3) 
has  been  adjusted  as  follows: 

(1)  Certain  portions  of  the  main  cargo  building  envelope 
(Air  Cargo  Area  I)  were  realigned  to  a  north-south  orientation  in 
the  interest  of  achieving  additional  mitigation  of  aviation  noise 
potentially  emanating  from  aircraft  and  related  activity  in  the 
immediate  area  and  to  be  more  reflective  of  anticipated  trends 
toward  belly  cargo  growth. 

(2)  One  of  two  freight  forwarder  buildings  shown  on  the 
southern  portion  of  the  site  (Air  Cargo  Area  II)  was  realigned  to 
an  east-west  orientation  in  order  to  achieve  certain  operational 
efficiencies  in  the  use  of  apron  space  which  became  appropriate 
upon  making  the  building  alignment  modification  in  Air  Cargo  Area 
I. 
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The  resulting  cargo  elements  of  the  PDP,  in  contrast  with 
similar  elements  of  the  PDP  as  described  in  the  FEIR,  may  be 
summarized  as  follows: 


USE 

150'  Deep  Air  Cargo  Building 
with  Apron 
w/out  Apron 

100'  Deep  Air  Cargo  Building 
with  Apron 
w/out  Apron 

TOTAL  CARGO  BUILDINGS 


FEIR  PROGRAM 


285,000 
-0- 


53,000 
106,000 

4^44,000 


RFEIR  PROGRAM 


217,500 
67,500 


106,000 
53,000 

444,000 


These  elements  may  be  further  described  as  follows: 

1.  Air  Cargo  Area  I:  285,000  s.f.,  150  foot  deep  cargo 
building  envelope  fronting  on  aircraft  apron,  with  one  change 
from  the  FEIR  program.  As  a  noise  mitigating  measure,  the 
westerly  portion  of  the  building  envelope  in  Air  Cargo  Area  I 
will  be  constructed  in  a  north/south  alignment  as  opposed  to  the 
east/west  alignment  originally  proposed.  Some  of  the  activities 
without  supporting  aircraft  apron  originally  proposed  to  be 
located  in  the  southern  part  of  the  project  area  (Air  Cargo  Area 
II)  will  be  shifted  north  to  replace  the  apron-accessed  air  cargo 
activities  displaced  by  the  building  alignment  change.  Total 
aircraft  parking  on  the  main  apron  in  Air  Cargo  Area  I  will  be 
reduced  by  2  aircraft  positions.  A  discussion  of  the  noise 
mitigation  benefits  of  the  proposed  air  cargo  building 
re-alignment  is  contained  in  Chapter  5,  Section  5.2.2. 

2.  Air  Cargo  Area  II;  53,000  s.f.,  100  foot  deep  cargo 
building  envelope  fronting  on  aircraft  apron  increased  to 
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106,000  square  feet;  also,  106,000  s.f.,  of  100  foot  deep  cargo 
building  envelope  without  fronting  apron,  reduced  to  53,000 
square  feet.  The  latter  53,000  square  feet  of  the  original  total 
is  now  proposed  to  be  aligned  east/west  as  opposed  to  its 
original  north/south  configuration,  and  to  be  connected  to  air 
cargo  facilities  with  apron  space.  The  activities  originally 
proposed  for  this  space  are  proposed  to  be  shifted  north,  as 
explained  above. 

Total  air  cargo  operations  capacity  in  compared  to  the  FEIR 
program  elements  1  and  2  will  remain  relatively  unchanged  by  the 
RFEIR  building  alignments,  but  some  aircraft  operations  will  be 
shifted  to  apron  areas  in  Cargo  Area  II  which  are  further  removed 
from  the  adjacent  residential  community. 

3.  15,000  s.f.,  support  building  envelope  (unchanged  from 
FEIR  program).  If  needed,  this  facility  will  be  constructed  in 
the-  area  designated  "Aviation  Support  Area." 

4.  6,000  s.f.,  GA/Itinerant  cargo  support  facility  envelope 
During  further  engineering  studies,  it  was  determined  that  if 

GA  was  to  be  moved  to  BIF,  these  facilities  should  be  located  on 
the  extreme  easterly  end  of  the  main  air  cargo  building  envelope. 
In  addition,  the  PDP  includes  a  possible  26,000  square  foot  GA 
hangar.  All  of  this  activity  is  shown  on  the  PDP  for 
illustrative  purposes  only.  A  decision  will  be  made  in  the 
future  regarding  the  extent  to  which  GA  facilities  will  be 
located  on  the  BIF  site  or  on  North  Apron.  (The  FEIR,  it  should 
be  noted,  analyzed  GA-related  impacts  at  both  potential 
locations) . 
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5.  700,000  s.f.,  GA/Itinerant  cargo  apron  (unchanged  from 
FEIR  Program) 

6.  40,000  s.f.,  helipad  and  helicopter  parking  (unchanged) 
The  exact  location  of  this  helipad/parking  area  will  be 

determined  during  final  engineering  and  design. 

1.2.2.   Mixed  Use  Element  of  Proposed  Development  Plan 

For  comparative  purposes,  the  PDP  as  outlined  in  the  FEIR  and 
as  refined  for  purposes  of  this  report  is  as  follows: 


FEIR  Program 


General  Office  Space 

Research  and 
Development/ 
Light  Industry 

Hotel/Conference 
Center 

Parking 


500,000  s.f. 

300,000  s.f. 

350  rooms 
1,800  spaces 


RFEIR  PROGRAM 


Computer  Information  and 
Marketing  Center 

Conference  Center 

Airport  Office  Complex 

Parking 


500,000  s .f . 
300  rooms 
120,000  s.f. 
1100  spaces 


Each  of  these  elements  is  more  fully  described  below 
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Computer  Information  and  MarketinR  Center 

The  prime  mixed  use  development  site  is  the  area  at  the 
western  edge  of  Bird  Island  Flats,  framed  by  the  new  access  road 
and  the  westernmost  freight  forwarder  facility.  This  portion  of 
BIF,  with  its  larger  site  area  and  desirable  views  of  Boston 
Harbor  and  the  downtown  central  business  district,  has  been 
assessed  by  Massport's  developer-advisor  as  especially  attractive 
for  a  development  having  potentially  the  most  substantial 
economic  return  generated  by  any  use  in  the  entire  BIF  program. 
In  particular,  market  research  and  discussions  with  potential 
users  which  have  taken  place  both  before  and  after  the 
publication  of  the  FEIR  late  in  1980  have  shown  that 
establishment  of  an  exhibition  and  marketing  center  for  computer, 
telecommunications  and  information  processing  equipment  would  be 
a  highly  profitable  and  desirable  use  of  this  particular  portion 
of  BIF. 

The  computer  has  evolved  over  the  last  twenty  years  from  a 
limited  tool  in  performing  specific  computational  functions  to 
ever-broadening  technological  applications  in  business, 
government  and  private  life.  These  applications  have  been 
encouraged  by  increasing  awareness  of  and  demand  for  the  benefits 
afforded  by  this  new  technology,  and  by  significant  reductions  in 
the  costs  of  these  products. 

Currently,  a  prospective  buyer  who  wishes  to  inform  him  or 
herself  as  to  the  latest  products  on  the  market  must  either  visit 
individual  manufacturers  facilities,  which  makes  ready  comparison 
of  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  competing  product  lines  very 
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difficult,  or  the  buyer  may  attend  various  trade  shows  put  on  by 
major  manufacturers  around  the  country,  at  great  cost  to  both 
buyers  and  seller-manufacturers.  The  proliferation  of  new 
products  and  an  expanding  market  has  created  a  definite  need  for 
a  central  information  point  where  the  latest  product  innovations 
can  be  examined,  tested  and  purchased.  An  exhibition  center  for 
computer,  telecommunications  and  information  processing 
technology  would  provide  the  industry  with  a  means  of  displaying 
their  products  in  timely  fashion  and  in  an  atmosphere  conducive 
to  exchange  of  information  and  to  more  thoroughgoing  explanations 
of  product  characteristics  to  prospective  buyers. 

The  precedent  for  permanent  trade  facilities  in  other  more 
mature  industries  are  numerous.  Examples  include  Los  Angeles' 
Design  Center,  Dallas'  Trade  Market,  Chicago's  Merchandise  Mart, 
and  New  York  City's  Design/Decorators'  Centers.  These  facilities 
have  been  extremely  successful  in  improving  the  efficiency  of  the 
purchase  process  for  buyers  and  the  sales  process  for  vendors. 

The  computer  market  center  will  include  a  year-round  exhibit 
of  both  domestic  and  world-wide  computer  telecommunications  and 
information  products  by  major  manufacturers.  It  will  be 
comprised  of  leased  showrooms  which  will  be  custom  designed  to 
the  particular  needs  of  each  occupant.  Office  areas  for  sales, 
technical  and  support  staff  will  be  incorporated  into  each 
showroom  facility. 
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In  particular,  the  ce 
activity  areas: 


nter  will  include  the  following  basic 


COMPUTER  CENTER  PROGRAM  (BIF) 
PUBLIC  SPACE  (1st  and  5th  floors) 


106,000  sq.  ft 


°  permanent  and  theme  exhibit  space  (25,000  sq.ft.) 

°  museum  (5,000  sq.  ft.) 

°  auditorium  (6,000  sq.  ft.) 

°  seminar  rooms 

°  executive  dining  and  cafeteria 


PRIVATE  TRADE  MART  (2-4th  floors) 

°   leased  showroom  and  office  space 
°   resource  center 

ADMINISTRATIVE/ ACADEMIC 

°  admin/building  management 

°  program  management 

°  technical  control 

°  audio  visual  studio 


SUPPORT  SERVICES 
o 


shipping/receiving 
shops 

maintenance 
utilities 


308,000  sq.  ft 


19,000  sq.  ft 


67,000  sq.  ft 


TOTAL 


500,000  sq 


As  can  be  expected,  the  ce 


nter  will  offer  each  occupant  and 
exhibitor  a  full  range  of  electrical,  mechanical  and 
communication  facilities.  Professional  and  administrative 
support  services  will  also  be  available  on  a  full-time  basis  for 
exhibitors'  use  in  maximizing  ease  of  operations,  including 
set-ups  alteration  and  movement  of  exhibits. 

Portions  of  the  center  will  be  available  to  the  public  in 
addition  to  exhibitors  and  buyers.   The  public  area,  which  will 
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be  accessed  by  a  separate  entrance,  will  focus  on  consumer 
electronics,  and  personal  computers  of  interest  to  the  general 
public.  An  auditorium  for  occasional  public  demonstrations, 
shows,  or  lectures,  and  a  lounge  area  will  also  be  included. 

The  Center's  location  in  Boston  and  at  Logan  Airport  is 
crucial  for  many  reasons.  The  Boston  area  is  widely  recognized 
as  an  internatioal  focus  for  high  technology  development.  For 
data  processing  and  telecommunications  professionals  faced  with 
the  responsibility  of  making  new  acquisitions  of  computer 
hardware  or  software,  a  visit  to  this  area,  most  often  by  air 
travel,  is  essential.  Boston  is  also  recognized  as  a  world 
center  of  higher  learning.  The  Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology  which  has  provided  much  of  our  early  computer 
technology  is  located  in  close  proximity  to  the  Center.  Harvard 
University  as  well  as  33  other  colleges  and  universities  are 
within  a  short  radius  of  the  Center.  Moreover,  the  proximity  to 
national  and  international  airlines  at  Logan  will  ensure  that 
travelers  can  easily  reach  the  Center  and  still  be  accessible  to 
the  downtown  Boston  business  community.  On  the  other  hand,  local 
industry  sales  representatives  will  be  well  positioned  to  provide 
maximum  service  to  prospective  customers  at  minimum  cost  to  the 
industry  since  they  will  be  permanently  stationed  in  facilities 
at  the  same  airport  which  they  currently  use  to  reach  clients. 
Logan's  growth  and  prominence  as  both  a  passenger  airport  and 
regional  air  cargo  center  has  paralleled  the  development  and 
maturation  of  Massachusetts  high  technology  industries.  With 
such  a  dependent  relationship  as  a  background,  Massport  believes 
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that  location  of  the  computer  information  and  marketing  center  at 
Logan  is  both  natural,  and  mutually  beneficial  to  the  industry 
and  to  the  health  of  the  airport. 

A  related  and  fundamental  point  concerning  the  advisability 
of  locating  this  proposed  center  on  BIF  should  be  noted.  There 
is  currently  no  similar  computer,  telecommunications  and 
information  processing  marketing  center  in  the  United  States. 
Massport  is  aware  that  the  concept  is  under  active  investigation 
in  several  urban  areas  outside  of  the  Boston  region.  There  is 
the  substantial  liklihood  that  given  the  center's  unusual 
characteristics  and  capital  intensive  development  costs,  only  one 
such  center  can  be  accommodated  on  the  Eastern  seaboard  if  not  in 


the  entire  United  States.   If  the  Boston  reg 


ion  is  to  capture  the 


opportunity  which  this  kind  of  exhibition  and  marketing  center 
represents,   it   is  mandatory   that  a   public   institution  with 
sufficient  resources  take  expeditious  action  to  secure  an 
economically  viable  and  environmentally  appropriate  site  for  this 
development   concept.     Beyond   the   fact   that   Massport   is 
necessarily  concerned  to  obtain  for  the  public  programs  which  it 
conducts  the  anticipated  economic  returns  which  such  a  center 
would  generate,  Massport  is  also  unaware  of  any  site  in  the 
Boston  core  which  offers  the  unmatched  aviation  access,  abundant 
amenities,  downtown  image,  water  access,  and  historic  location 
provided  by  the  BIF  site.   These  characteristics  have  been  viewed 
by  Massporfs  developer  advisor  as  key  to  the  success  of  such  a 
center  in  Boston.   In  this  sense,  the  question  whether  to  develop 
the  center  on  BIF  is  the  only  true  "build"  versus  "no-build" 
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question  emerging  from  the  various  aviation-related  mixed  uses 
otherwise  considered  for  this  site,  in  that  if  the  center  is  not 
located  on  BIF,  it  will  very  likely  find  an  equally  attractive 
site  in  another  urban  area  outside  of  the  New  England  region.  As 
will  be  seen  in  the  descriptions  which  follow,  the  other 
potential  uses  for  the  BIF  site  have  strong  connections  with 
Logan  Airport,  and  will  most  likely  seek  to  locate  nearby  at  off 
airport  locations  (however  appropriate  or  inappropriate  such 
sites  may  be)  if  space  is  not  provided  on  BIF. 

Conference  Center 

Immediately  to  the  north  of  the  computer  information  and 
marketing  center,  Massport  is  proposing  a  300-room  conference 
center.  Originally,  Massport  had  contemplated  the  construction 
of  a  350-room  hotel/conference  center  at  Bird  Island  Flats. 
Based  on  its  marketing  evaluation  before  and  after  publication  of 
the  FEIR,  Massport  has  refined  its  proposal  to  include  an 
exclusive  conference  center,  which  will  appeal  to  longer  term 
business  or  professional  conferences,  and  which  will  not  be 
available  to  tourists  or  normal  airport  travellers.  The  Logan 
Airport  location  will  ensure  that  conference  attendees  will  be 
able  to  reach  the  center  easily  by  plane  and  Massport  mass 
transit,  thereby  reducing  auto  trip  generation  on  as  well  as 
off-airport.  Only  limited  parking  designed  to  provide  largely 
for  employee  needs  will  be  provided,  and  that  parking  will  be 
limited  in  the  context  of  an  aggressive  employee  carpooling  and 
vanpooling  program  for  Logan  employees  (see  Chapter  5,  Section 
5.3.1). 
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The   Losan   Conference   Center   will   provide  a  setting   for 
daylong  oonferenoe  meetings  without  the  usual  distractions  found 
in  downtown  hotel  locations.    The  conference  center  concept 
stresses  the  creation  of  a   unique   learning   environment,   in 
specialized  meeting  facilities.   Meeting  participants  will  also 
enjoy  easy  access  to  tourist  attractions  in  downtown  Boston 
during  the  evening  hours  by  a  wide  variety  of  transit  choices. 
HBTA-,  taxi  service;  and  potential  limousine  service.   Moreover, 
ferry  service  to  and  from  Boston's  downtown  as  well  as  Massporfs 
commonwealth  Pier  development  may  be  provided  should  Massporfs 
current  evaluation  of  ferry  service  options  and  impacts  conclude 
that  such  service  is  feasible  aM  practicable. 

The  exclusive  conference  center  concept  offers  the 
opportunity  to  strengthen  and  complement  the  marketing  services 
provided  in  the  nearby  computer  and  information  marReting  center. 
With  this  unique  combination  of  urban  location,  extensive 
services,  and  ease  of  access  to  airlines,  it  is  expected  that 
Bird  island  Flats  will  evolve  to  be  one  of  the  premier  high 
technology  information  environments  in  the  nation,  and  should 
assist  the  U.S.  industry  in  retaining  a  competitive  position  vis 
a  vis  similar  Industries  in  other  countries. 

Airport  Office  Complex 

Another  element  of  the  proposed  mixed  use  development  is  a 
moderate  sized  airport  office  complex.  This  facility  will  be 
located  m  the  northwest  portion  of  Bird  Island  Flats  in  the 
corridor  between  the  new  access  road  and  Jeffries  Point  Cove,  in 
the  area  currently  bordering  outer  taxiway. 
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The  proposed  office  complex  illustrated  on  the  site  plan 
consists  of  office  buildings,  three  to  four  stories  in  height,  as 
well  as  a  425  car  parking  garage,  also  approximately  40  feet 
high.  The  function  of  the  office  facility  is  twofold.  First,  it 
will  provide  much  needed  office  space  opportunities  for 
businesses  and  regulatory  agencies  currently  located  on-airport, 
but  desirous  of  securing  additional  expansion  space  for  future 
needs.  Market  studies  by  Massport  have  shown  an  existing  market 
for  such  space  among  both  public  agencies  and  private, 
aviation-dependent  businesses.  Secondly,  the  proposed  office 
complex  will  also  provide  high  quality  office  space  rental 
opportunities  to  potential  users  not  currently  located  at  Logan, 
but  desiring  to  be  on-airport,  including,  for  example,  consulting 
firms  and  regional  industry  sales  forces  who  need  facilities 
conveniently  located  close  to  Logan  airlines.  If  these 
activities  do  not  locate  at  Logan,  then  they  will  locate  near  the 
downtown  area  and  will  produce  similar  traffic  impacts  on 
congested  roadways. 


Parking  Spaces 

Massport  continues  to  propose  a  significant  number  of 
additional  parking  spaces  for  inclusion  in  the  proposed  BIF 
development.  In  doing  so,  however,  Massport  has  taken  into 
consideration  the  effects  of  an  aggressive  set  of  mitigation 
measures  involving  reduction  in  single-passenger  auto  traffic  to 
and  from  the  site,  especially  by  BIF  employees.  These  measures 
are  considered  in  Chapter  4,  Section  4.4.2,  and  in  Chapter  5, 
Section  5.3  of  this  report. 
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Massporf s  view  is  that  the  number  of  parking  spaces  proposed 
for  inclusion  in  the  project  (some  1,100  spaces  in  the  program 
illustrated  for  purposes  of  this  report  in  contrast  with  some 
1,800  spaces  outlined  in  the  generic  program  discussed  in  the 
earlier  FEIR)  can  sustain  the  level  of  development  which  is 
described  above.   This  level  of  parking  is  based  on  Massport's 
best  estimate  of  the  mode  split  for  transit  and  automobile  travel 
likely  to  occur   for  airport-related  travel  based  on  current 
information  regarding  the  demands  made  by  the  market  for  the 
mixed  use  activities  included  in  the  plan.    It  is  nonetheless 
important  to  observe  that,   as  for  cargo  handling  facilities 
discussed   above   at   Section   1.1.4,   there   inevitably   are 
uncertainties  associated  with  any  market  analysis  regarding 
demands  for  particular  kinds  of  commercial  space  and  the  degree 
to  which  a  given  density  level  must  be  accommodated  with 
automobile  parking  for  its  users.   Massport  has  therefore  adopted 
a  conservative  stance  in  assuming  that  the  current  market  will 
sustain  only  the  proposed  density  of  mixed  uses  at  the  parking 
levels  included  in  the  revised  PDP.   However,  it  should  also  be 
recognized  that  if  existing  trends  towards  greater  ride  sharing 
and  increased  transit  usage  intensify,  in  the  context  of  rising 
fuel  prices  and  changing  market  perceptions,  it  would  be  quite 
possible  to  sustain  further  development  of  the  mixed  use  zone 
(i.e.  increased  square  footages  for  office  or  other  uses)  or  a 
different  mix  of  such  uses  with  the  same  level  of  parking  and  the 
same  basic  traffic  impacts  of  the  proposed  development  in  this 
report . 
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A  well-designed  office  complex  will  enable  Massport  to 
achieve  its  multiple  objectives  of  providing  additional  revenues, 
improving  land  use,  enhancing  the  visual  and  acoustical 
environment  at  Logan  Airport,  and  establishing  an  essential 
transitional  zone  between  noise-generating  aircraft  activities 
and  the  residential  community. 

Public  Recreational  Access  to  Boston  Harbor 

Another  feature  of  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  is  the 
provision  for  a  public  access  way  along  the  western  edge  of  the 
Bird  Island  Flats  project  area,  parallel  to  Jeffries  Cove.  This 
"walk-to-the-sea"  ,  would  allow  the  general  public  to  take 
advantage  of  the  enhanced  pedestrian  environment  provided  by  the 
mixed  use  development.  A  pleasantly  landscaped,  well-maintained, 
walkway  along  the  Jeffries  Point  Cove  will  be  created  which  will 
extend  from  Maverick  Street  in  the  north  to  the  southwestern  tip 
of  the  BIF  project  area  facing  downtown  Boston.  This  public 
access  corridor  will  thereby  provide  members  of  the  general 
public  with  pedestrian  access  to  portions  of  Jeffries  Point  Cove 
which  are  currently  inaccessible,  to  the  BIF  mixed  use  area,  and 
to  any  ferry  service  which  may  be  added  in  the  future.  It  will 
also  facilitate  access  to  the  striking  views  of  Boston  Harbor  and 
the  Boston  skyline  which  are  available  from  Bird  Island  Flats. 
This  access  way,  with  its  park-like  setting  and  unique  views, 
together  with  the  existing  Porzio  Park  and  with  the  continuous 
recreation  area  along  Jeffries  Point  Cove  which  Massport  will 
make  every  effort  to  provide  (see  Chapter  5,  Section  5.1),  will 
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constitute  a  major  environmental  amenity  to  be  shared  by  airport 
users  as  well  as  by  the  adjacent  community. 

1.3   Specific  Needs  Met  By  The  Proposed  Project 

in  this  portion  of  Chapter  1,  Massport  reviews  certain  needs 
met  by  its  proposed  project  and  specific  benefits  which  the 
project  will  provide. 

1.3.1.   Economic  and  Financial  Advantages  of  the  Mixed  Use 

Component 

We  have  reviewed  in  Section  1.1.2.  above  Massporfs  overall 
financial  requirements  affecting  Bird  Island  Flats  development, 
as  well  as  specific  cost  recovery  policies  applicable  to  Logan 
Airport.  we  examine  briefly  in  this  section  certain  financial 
issues  associated  with  the  development  of  the  BIF  landfill  area 
whi-ch  must  be  resolved  through  any  BIF  project,  and  which  the 
mixed  use  component  included  in  the  revised  PDP  addresses 

successfully . 

First,  as  we  noted  above,  the  BIF  area  is  landfill  in  the 
inner  Boston  Harbor  created  in  a  previous  period.  The  original 
costs  of  the  fill,  drain  and  dike  associated  with  the  BIF  project 
area  are  some  $13-4  million,  of  which  some  $3.2  million  in 
allocable  to  the  transitional  mixed  use  zone.  These  costs  are 
currently  being  included  in  the  cost  basis  of  the  landing  fee, 
with  nearly  $1  million  in  annual  costs  due  to  the  entire  BIF 
project  area,  of  which  some  $265,000  annually  is  attributable  to 
the  mixed  use  area.   Massport  must  continue  to  recoup  annually 
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the  amortized  charges  for  the  historic  landfill  costs  from 
available  revenue  sources,  whether  from  the  landing  fee,  from 
lease  income  or  from  economic  returns  arising  from  a  mixed  use 
development . 

Second,  construction  of  mixed  use  office  or  other  structures 
in  the  transition  zone  would  provide  the  acoustical  and  visual 
buffering  of  aircraft  noise  sources  which  is  an  essential 
criterion  for  the  BIF  project.  In  the  absence  of  such 
development,  however,  a  passive  buffer  wall  would  necessarily 
have  to  be  constructed  (note  that  there  is  a  1979  state  law 
requiring  construction  of  such  a  wall).  This  wall  would  consist 
of  at  least  a  1000  foot  section  having  a  construction  cost 
estimated  between  $2.5  and  $3-0  million.  At  an  interest  rate  of 
11%  plus  coverage  of  necessary  reserves  under  Massport's  trust 
and  other  obligations,  Massport  must  recoup  approximately 
$500,000  annually  in  charges  for  the  portion  of  the  transition 
zone  covered  by  the  wall,  including  original  land,  drain  and  dike 
costs  allocable  to  that  area  of  the  site. 

Third,  should  a  passive  wall  rather  than  an  active 
development  approach  be  implemented,  Massport  would  lose  the 
opportunity  to  earn  a  substantial  economic  return  expected  from 
an  office  or  similar  development  in  this  area  of  the  mixed  use 
site. 

Fourth,  Massport  has  sought  to  achieve  through  its  Proposed 
Development  Plan  a  balanced  program  which  responds  to  the 
region's  need  for  improved,  on-airport  cargo  handling  facilities 
while  also  generating  sufficient  economic  returns  to  meet  the 
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basic  financial  criteria  applicable  to  Massport  generally  and  to 
Logan  in  particular.  In  doing  so,  Massport  must  weigh  the  extent 
to  which  it  can  reasonably  expect  to  obtain  from  those  cargo 
carriers  placing  high  priority  on  apron  access  sufficient  return 
in  the  form  of  ground  rentals  and  other  charges  to  cover  land, 
apron,  roadway  access,  construction  and  other  costs.  It  would 
appear  likely  that  while  Massport  will  exact  substantial  charges 
from  its  cargo  carriers  for  use  of  on-airport  space,  some  of 
these  costs  will  need  to  be  absorbed  by  other  income  sources, 
including  both  the  landing  fee  and  the  economic  return  expected 
from  a  mixed  use  development. 

With  these  factors  in  mind ,* Massport  has  determined  that  from 

an  economic  and  financial  point  of  view,  the  inclusion  of  the 

mixed  use  element  of  the  BIF  program  will  have  considerable 

advantages  not  duplicated  by  a  program  without  mixed  use 

development.    These   include   increased   flexibility   to   permit 

recoupment  of  historic  landfill  costs  for  the  BIF  area,   and 

increased  income  from  aviation-related  development  which  can  help 

finance   needed   improvements   elsewhere   at   Logan   including 

essential  portions  of  the  cargo  development  proposed  for  BIF. 

Accordingly,  over  and  above  the  environmental,  land-use  and  other 

advantages  of  the  mixed  use  development  which  are  discussed 

elsewhere   in   this   report,   the  mixed   use  component  of  this 

proposed   project   is  an  essential   element  without   which   the 

project   would   not   be   feasible.     Given   this   fundamental 

interdependence,  Massport  has  determined  to  go  forward  with  the 

combined  cargo  and  mixed  use  development  under  review  in  the 

RFEIR. 
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1.3.2.   Additional  Benefits  of  the  PDF 

In  addition  to  the  positive  effects  of  the  Proposed 
Development  Plan  listed  in  the  FEIR  and  discussed  elsewhere  in 
the  RFEIR,  the  revised  PDP  will  provide  the  following  benefits: 

o  1500  construction  jobs  over  the  next  five  years 
divided  between  900  jobs  involved  in  air  cargo 
facility  construction,  and  600  jobs  involved  in 
construction  of  the  commercial  development  complex. 
The  estimated  $125  million  project  construction 
costs  would  result  in  employment  of  the  full  range 
of  construction  industry  skill  groups  due  to  the 
complex  nature  of  the  proposed  facilities. 

o  Up  to  2,200  permanent  jobs,  skilled,  semi-skilled, 
and  unskilled,  divided  between  130O  cargo  related 
jobs,  and  900  jobs  in  the  commercial  development 
section  . 

o  Direct  and  indirect  stimulation  of  the  local  and 
regional  economy  by  the  purchase  of  materials  during 
construction,  and  services  during  operation  of  the 
facilities. 

o  Additional  revenues  to  the  City  of  Boston  in  the 
form  of  in-lieu-of-tax  payments,  which  Massport  will 
require  potential  commercial  developers  at  BIF  to 
negotiate  with  City  officials  as  a  condition  of 
their  designation  at  Bird  Island  Flats.  Coupled 
with  Massport's  annual  in-lieu-of-tax  payment  this 
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will  represent  a  s 
City. 


ubstantlal  funding  resource  to  the 


1  4  Tl.etable__ForaaEJ^m.ntBt1nn  of  Proposed  peveloEmen^^lan 

construction  of  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  described  xn 
this  report  will  naturally  occur  over  a  series  of  years,  and  full 
...elop^ent  of  both  the  cargo  and  ™ixed  use  portions  is  not 
expected  to  be  completed  until  the  forecast  year  -  1987. 

u  in  a  coordinated 
construction  of  the  two  parts  will  proceed  m 

fashion  as  described  below: 

Phase  I 

1981    -    1983 
o        17     foot     temporary     noise     barrier     along     Maverick 
Street    completed    during    first    4-6    weeks    of    project 
construction  . 
o        completion    of    detailed     analysis    of    on-airport,     low 

;nt    and    improvement    program, 


o 


capital  roadway  managemei 
1981  and  implementation  of  improvements,  1981-82. 
>    approximately  1/3  of  Air  Cargo  I  area,  up  to  2  7^7 
positions,  completed  1982,  2  additional  positions, 

1983- 
°    100%  of  GA  relocation,  1982-83- 

505  of  Air  cargo  II  apron  with  handling  facilities 
completed  or  committed,  1983- 
°   50%  of  Air  cargo  II  cargo  handling  facilities 

completed  or  committed,  1983- 
°   permanent  BIF  roadway  1983- 

completion  of  Airport  Office  Park  and  Walk  to  the 

Sea,  1983- 

-MB- 


o 


°    completion  of  Computer   Information  and  Marketing 

Center  (1983-84). 
°    designation  of  developer  for  the  above  mixed  use 

improvements,  1981. 


Phase  II 


1984  -  1987 


remaining  1/3  of  Air  Cargo  I  apron  completed. 

lOOi  of  Air  Cargo  I  handling  facilities  constructed. 

remaining  50%  of  Air  Cargo  II  apron  completed. 

remaining    50%    of    Air    Cargo    II   handling 

facilities/forwarder  buildings  completed. 

permanent  helipad  location  at  Air  Cargo  II  apron 

area  . 

completion    of    Conference    Center    facility. 


-49- 


CHAPTER  2  -  DESCRIPTION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 


The   basic   alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Development   Plan 
remain  the  same  as  those  presented  in  the  FEIR.   They  include  the 


following: 


A.   No  Action  Alternatives 

1.  No-Build  -  (with  complete  reconstruction  of  the 
North  Cargo  Apron  and  General  Aviation  on  the 
North  Cargo  Apron)  (Figure  2-5  in  FEIR  at  p.  2-1). 

2.  Revised  No-Build  -  (with  the  North  Cargo  Apron 
essentially  as  is,  and  GA  at  its  current 
location)  (Figure  2-6  in  FEIR  at  p.  2-1). 

B.   Cargo  Only  Alternatives 

1.  i.ow  Intensity  Creo  Development  -  (with  GA  on 
Bird  island  Flats  or  on  North  Cargo  Apron) 
(Figure  2-4  in  FEIR  at  p.  2-1). 

2.  High  intensitv  Cargo  Development  -  (with  GA  on 
BIF  or  on  North  Apron)  (Figure  2-3  in  FEIR  at 

p.  2-1)  . 
C.   Cargo  and  Mixed  Use  Alternatives 
1.   Hl6h_Intensiti_Car£0_D^^ 

Development  (DEIR)  -  (with  GA  on  BIF  or  on  North 
Apron)  (Figure  2-2  in  FEIR  at  p.  2-1). 
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2.   Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR)   (derived   from 
the  above  alternative,  with  GA  on  BIF  or  on 
North  Apron,  or  split  between  both  locations) 
(Figure  2-1  in  FEIR  at  p.  2-1). 
In  this  Chapter,  we  review  options  which  were  suggested  to 
Massport  during  the  extended  comment  period  for  consideration 
either  as  alternatives  to  the  PDP  which  were  not  treated  in  the 
FEIR  (e.g.  a  total  mixed  use  development  of  BIF)  or  as  design 
variants  to  the  PDP  (e.g.  a  "diagonal"  alignment  of  the  main  air 
cargo  building) . 

As  noted  in  Chapter  1  ,  the  PDP  described  in  this  report 
("revised  PDP"  or  "RFEIR  Program")  represents  a  refinement  of  the 
generic  PDP  outlined  in  the  FEIR  published  last  December,  and  is 
illustrative  of  specific  uses  of  the  mixed  use  zone  which 
Massport's  market  analysis  indicates  are  in  substantial  demand 
for  location  on  or  near  the  airport.  As  such,  the  RFEIR  program 
falls  entirely  within  the  confines  of  the  Proposed  Development 
Plan  evaluated  in  the  FEIR  and  does  not  therefore  merit  treatment 
as  a  new  or  separate  alternative  for  the  BIF  project.  The 
differences  in  environmental  impact  which  are  expected  to  result 
from  the  implementation  of  this  revised  PDP  in  contrast  with  the 
development  concept  embodied  in  the  FEIR  program  are  all 
environmentally  beneficial  and  are  described  in  Chapter  ^. 

2.1.   Cargo  Only/No  Mixed-Use  Development 

Certain  commentators  have  urged  the  Port  Authority  to  abandon 
the  mixed   use  element  of  the  Proposed  Bird   Island   Flats 
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development  and  to  establish  instead  a  total  cargo,  airfield 
and/or  airline  support  program.  Two  basic  reasons  cited  for  this 
approach  were:  (1)  the  use  of  an  airport  for  purposes  such  as  the 
proposed  airport  office  park,  conference  center  or  computer  and 
information  marketing  center  was  inappropriate  in  overall 
land-use  terms;  and  (2)  the  development  of  a  portion  of  the  BIF 
site  for  such  purposes  would  create  traffic  impacts  which  were 
considered  to  be  unacceptable. 

Massport  evaluated  the  concept  of  a  cargo  only  development  in 
both  the  Draft  and  Final  EIR.  However,  following  publication  of 
the  FEIR  and  partly  in  response  to  the  position  announced  by  the 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  following  the  close  of  the 
FEIR  comment  period,  Massport  again  conducted  a  review  of  the 
appropriateness  of  a  mixed  use  component  of  BIF  development  in 
contrast  with  an  all-cargo  and  airline  support  program.  The 
results  of  that  review  are  summarized  below. 

2.1.1.   Land-Use/Environmental  Considerations 

As  we  have  outlined  in  Chapter  1,  Section  1.1.2,  there 
already  exists  a  substantial  demand  for  the  location  of  a  range 
of  activities  on  or  close  to  Logan  Airport,  including  certain 
cargo  or  freight  handling  uses  as  well  as  aviation-related 
development  such  as  office  space,  hotel  and  conference 
facilities.  These  demands  for  airport-related  space  are  expected 
to  intensify  rather  than  to  decline,  and  the  sites  of  appropriate 
land-sites  with  which  to  accommodate  this  demand  are  becoming 
increasingly  scarce.    Also,  the  location  of  at  least  some  of 
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these  activities  in  residential  communities  immediately  adjacent 
to  Logan  could  have  substantial  adverse  environmental  and  other 
impacts  and  could  severely  conflict  with  the  efforts  of  those 
communities  to  maintain  their  character  and  stability  in  the  face 
of  development  pressures  induced  by  Logan's  operations. 

One  of  the  fundamental  land-use  objectives  of  the  BIF 
project,  therefore,  is  to  guide  and  direct  growth  in 
airport-related  development  through  a  program  which  organizes  the 
use  of  the  available  space  on  the  BIF  site  for  high  priority, 
aviation-related  uses.  These  activities  include  cargo  handling 
facilities  requiring  aircraft  apron  space  and  supporting 
facilities,  commensurate  with  reasonable  estimates  of  demand  for 
this  kind  of  facility;  office  space  for  aviation  related 
purposes;  and  a  conference  center  and  computer  marketing  center, 
both  of  which  are  heavily  dependent  on  immediate  access  to 
airline  terminals.  Moreover,  Massport's  market  analysis  has 
indicated  that  if  the  computer  exhibition  and  marketing  center  is 
not  provided  space  on  a  site  with  the  characteristics  and  appeal 
of  BIF,  prospective  operators  will  quite  likely  seek  another  site 
located  outside  of  the  Boston  region,  and  perhaps  entirely 
outside  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts.  These  mixed  uses, 
together  with  the  cargo  activities  proposed  for  location  on  BIF, 
thus  represent  a  systematic  program  to  maximize  the  utilization 
of  the  Flats  for  land  uses  for  which  there  is  an  identified 
market  demand  for  location  on  or  very  near  the  airport  and  to 
minimize  the  use  of  BIF  for  activities  which  can  appropriately 
locate  elsewhere.    Another  basic  objective  is  to  establish  a 
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transition   zone   which   insures   that  the  critical   area  lying 
adjacent  to  the  water's  edge  along  Jeffries  Point  Cove  is  kept 
free  of  noise-generating  aircraft  and  support  activities.   The 
revised    PDF    serves   this   objective   by    accommodating 
iation-related   development   which  does  not  generate  the 
nvironmental  impacts  associated  with  aircraft  and  airfield 
activities,  such  as  those  taking  place  to  the  east  on  BIF  and  on 
other  sections  of  the  airfield  and  terminal  areas.   The  approch 
embodied  in  the  suggestion  of  a  no  mixed  use/all  cargo  program 
would  seriously  conflict  with  this  objective  by  permitting 
environmentally  incompatible,  noise-generating  aircraft  and  cargo 
activity  to  take  place  immediately  adjacent  to  the  water's  edge 
and  the  close-by  residential  community  in  Jeffries  Point.   This 
land  use  approach  would  depart  from  the  policy  commitments  made 
in  the  master  planning  process  for  Logan's  future  growth  and 
would   ignore   important   historical   factors   affecting   the 
environment  of  the  residential  community  impacted  by  Logan 
operations  (discussed  in  Chapter  3  of  this  Revised  FEIR). 

Still  another  environmental  objective  of  the  BIF  project  is 
that  it  must  affirmatively  buffer  or  shield  the  adjacent 
community  from  aviation  noise  created  by  aircraft  movements, 
cargo  handling  and  related  activities.  The  total  cargo/aircraft 
support  concept  would  violate  this  standard  for  BIF  development 
unless  the  Authority  were  to  design  and  construct  not  only  the 
1000  foot  wall  which  is  proposed  by  certain  commentators  as  a 
preferable  approach  to  noise  mitigation,  but  also  an  extended 
wall  running  virtually  the  entire  length  of  BIF's  western  edge  (a 
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total  of  approximately  2800  feet).  This  longer  wall  would  be 
made  necessary  by  the  location  of  aviation  noise-generating 
activities  under  the  all  cargo  option  in  the  southwestern  section 
of  BIF  at  points  substantially  closer  to  the  nearby  residential 
community  than  is  the  case  under  the  integrated  mixed  use  and 
cargo  program  embodied  in  the  Proposed  Development  Plan.  This 
passive  wall  form  of  buffer  would  have  obvious  visual  impacts  and 
would,  indeed,  constitute  a  severe  intrusion  into  the  visual 
environment  of  the  Jeffries  Point  Cove  area.  This  residential 
community,  it  should  be  underscored,  has  consistently  rejected 
erection  of  a  "wall"  solution  to  the  noise  problem  at  BIF. 
Moreover,  given  that  noise  generating  activities  would  be  located 
substantially  closer  to  the  residential  community  under  this 
approach,  even  the  longer  wall  would  not  shield  the  community 
from  the  larger  overall  noise  levels  generated  by  an  expanded 
cargo  development.  Accordingly,  Massport  believes  that  a  no 
mixed  use  alternative  would  itself  constitute  a  substantially 
inferior  approach  from  an  environmental  point  of  view  and  would 
fail  to  meet  the  environmental  standard  which  is  included  within 
Massport's  legal  mandate  by  virtue  of  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act. 

2.1.2.   Traffic  Impacts 

The  development  of  Bird  Island  Flats  exclusively  for  cargo 
and  aircraft  support  uses  would  serve  to  reduce  automobile 
traffic  which  is  associated  with  the  mixed  use  component  of 
Massport's  proposed  development  plan  and  which  would  enter  and 
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leave  the  BIF  site  on  the  airport's  roadway  system.  It  should  be 
pointed  out  however,  that  Massport  has  carefully  evaluated  the 
traffic  impacts  of  BIF  development  on  its  internal  roadway 
network,  and  has  determined  that  the  level  of  traffic  associated 
with  the  revised  PDP  is  well  within  the  margin  of  acceptability 
in  the  operation  of  the  Boston  area's  major  airport. 

Moreover,  even  if  the  BIF  site  were  to  become  unavailable  for 
the  mixed   use   component  of  Massport' s   proposed   project   the 
regional  transportation  system,  including  the  Central  Artery  at 
its  merge  points  with  the  Sumner-Callahan  tunnels,  would  not 
experience  significant  relief  in  levels  of  congestion.   This  is 
true,   first,   because   BIF  traffic   associated   with  mixed   use 
'development  is  virtually  insignificant  in  comparison  with  overall 
traffic  levels  which  are  forecasted  for  these  regional  facilities 
due  to  generalized  growth  from  other  land  uses  in  the  Boston 
region.   In  particular,  the  total  P.M.  peak  hour  traffic  forecast 
for  the  RFEIR  program  in  1987  (discussed  in  Chapter  4,  Section 
4.4.)  is  expected  to  result  in  only  a  two  percent  increase  at  the 
northbound  merge  of  the  Sumner  Tunnel  and  Central  Artery. 

Second,  the  absence  of  the  Bird  Island  Flats  acreage  for  the 
proposed  mixed  use  component  of  the  development  will  not  preclude 
the  location  of  such  activities  at  other  sites  close  to  Logan. 
AS  noted  in  Chapter  1  and  in  the  discussion  immediately  above, 
there  already  exists  a  substantial  demand  for  office,  hotel, 
conference  and  other  "mixed"  uses  which  are  aviation-related  and 
dependent  on  ready  accessibility  to  Logan  Airport.  The 
accommodation  of   these   demands   at   sites   in   East   Boston  or 
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elsewhere  in  the  regional  core  will  draw  traffic  to  and  from 
those  sites  on  the  same  regional  facilities  available  for  access 
to  BIF,  including  chiefly  the  Central  Artery,  the  Sumner-Callahan 
tunnels,  and  the  Mystic-Tobin  Bridge.  Massport  is  fully 
committed  to  assisting  in  whatever  way  reasonable  the  development 
and  implementation  of  traffic  strategies  designed  to  deal  with 
this  major  traffic  issue  for  the  Boston  region  (specific 
commitments  are  discussed  in  Chapter  5,  Section  5.3.3.)  However, 
it  would  be  erroneous  from  a  transportation  point  of  view  to 
assume  that  the  development  of  BIF  solely  for  cargo  or  aircraft 
support  purposes  would  resolve  this  regional  transportation 
problem. 

Similarly,  commercial  activities  which  are  airport-dependent 
but  which  are  not  afforded  space  on  BIF  will  likely  seek 
locations  in  areas  such  as  the  East, Boston  residential  community. 
If  these  development  pressures  intensify  and,  for  example,  an 
airport  office  development  or  conference  center  or  hotel  locates 
on  the  other  side  of  the  airport  boundary  line  in  East  Boston, 
community  traffic  impacts,  which  the  Authority  has  sought  to 
avoid  through  its  project  definition  and  mitigation  policies, 
will  instead  materialize  in  a  potentially  uncontrolled  manner. 
Massport  will  work  to  avoid  this  result,  and,  in  addition  to  the 
specific  traffic  management  strategy  developed  for  purposes  of 
the  BIF  project  (see  Section  ^4 . 3 .  and  5.3.),  Massport  will  assist 
the  East  Boston  community  in  developing  land-use  controls  which 
will  enhance  the  community's  ability  to  organize  and  guide  growth 
in  its  area.  This  aspect  of  Massport's  commitments  is  considered 
further  at  Chapter  5,  Section  5.2.2. 
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In  addition,  an  all  cargo  approach  to  the  development  of  BIF 
might  very  well  exacerbate  an  already  serious  problem  of  truck 
traffic  entering  and  leaving  Logan  Airport  through  the  East 
Boston  community.  For  example,  Massport  analyzed  in  the  Draft 
EIR  the  option  of  "High  Intensity  Cargo"  (with  no  mixed  use)  and 
found  that  it  would  generate  at  least  555t  more  truck  traffic  than 
the  PDF  outlined  in  the  FEIR.  This  is  because  the  high  intensity 
cargo  alternative  necessarily  devoted  a  substantial  portion  of 
the  BIF  site  earmarked  for  freight  forwarder  activities.  Because 
freight  forwarders  receive  multiple  shipments  by  truck  and 
consolidate  these  into  large  loads  for  delivery  to  an  air  cargo 
carrier,  locating  larger  numbers  of  forwarders  on  BIF  would 
increase  significantly  the  numbers  of  truck  trips  to  and  from 
Logan  . 

2.1.3.   Economic  and  Financial  Disadvantages 

As  noted  in  Chapter  1  of  this  RFEIR,  Massport  faces  a  serious 
challenge  of  finding  increased  and  diversified  sources  of  revenue 
with  which  to  develop  and  maintain  its  existing  airport,  bridge 
and  seaport  facilities.  This  is  essential  if  Massport  is  to 
continue  to  operate  without  placing  new  burdens  on  the  Boston 
area's  tax  structure  which  is  already  experiencing  severe 
pressures.  The  proposed  mixed  use  development  would  meet  these 
needs  by  providing  a  significant  new  source  of  income  for 
Massport  which  would  be  integrated  with  and  to  some  extent  absorb 
other  airport  and  airfield  costs  which  continue  to  grow  at 
significant  annual  rates. 
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Thus,  a  preliminary  calculation  of  the  projected  return  to 
•Massport  of  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  indicates  that  a 
successful  mixed  use  development  will  not  only  allow  for  the 
removal  of  related  original  landfill  costs  from  the  landing  fee, 
but  will  provide  considerable  flexibility  in  establishing  base 
land  rent  costs  of  the  air  cargo  development.  In  the  event  that 
mixed  use  development  did  not  occur,  Massport  would  act  as 
required  under  its  Enabling  Act  to  establish  substantially  higher 
land  rents  or  other  charges  for  the  air  cargo  facilities,  thereby 
inhibiting  the  development  of  air  cargo  capacity  for  the  region; 
and/or  assess  a  greater  portion  of  excess  costs  of  these 
specialized,  exclusive  facilities  to  all  Logan  users  through  the 
landing  fee,  lease  income,  concession  income  or  other  user 
charges  . 

Indeed,  the  potential  effect  on  landing  fees  or  other  airport 
user  charges  of  a  total  cargo  and  aircraft  support  development  on 
Bird  Island  Flats,  with  a  passive  buffer  zone,  could  be  as  high 
as  $2.4  to  $3.1  million  per  year  calculated  on  a  gross  basis  as 
follows : 

Annual  Costs 
Original  landfill,  air  cargo  apron  area      $    318,000 
Passive  wall  (1000'  to  2800')  400,000  -  1,120,000 

Air  cargo  aprons  1,418,000 

Original  landfill,  mixed  use  area  265 ,000 

$2,401,000  -  3,121,000 
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Although  Massport  will  certainly  need  to  continue  to  employ  these 
user  charges  to  cover  increased  costs  of  operating  Logan  Airport, 
it  cannot  simply  ignore  the  potential  implications  of  the 
scenario  just  shown  by  rejecting  valuable  aviation-related  mixed 
use  development  in  favor  of  a  speculative  and  very  likely 
uneconomic  expanded  cargo  program. 

2.2.   Increased  Mixed  Use  Commercial  Element 

Other  commentators  on  the  FEIR,  including  representatives  of 
the  impacted  East  Boston  community,  have  suggested  that  Massport 
reduce  the  scale  of  cargo  and  other  aircraft  support  development 
of  BIF  or  that  this  portion  be  eliminated  entirely;  and  that 
Massport  increase  utilization  of  the  site  for  commercial  mixed 
use  purposes.   As  we  have  already  noted,  Massport  finds  that  the 
20  acres  devoted  to  the  mixed  use  area  represents  the  minimum 
amount  of  space  necessary  to  achieve  an  appropriate  transition 
zone  consistent  with  Massport's  environmental,  land-use  and 
institutional  objectives  described  in  Chapter  1,  and  to  achieve  a 
developable  commercial  site  of  sufficient  size  and  integrity.   An 
increased  mixed  use  concept  might  thus  take  form  as  a  development 
of  higher  density  on  the  same  acreage  already  devoted  to  mixed 
use  in  the  PDF.    Such  densif ication  would  potentially  involve 
larger  building  footprints  (with  attendant  greater  foundation 
costs),  higher  buildings,  and/or  diversification  of  uses  (e.g. 
airport-related  housing).   Alternatively,  an  increased/mixed  use 
option  might  take  the  form  of  utilizing  increased  BIF  acreage  for 
aviation-related  commercial  development.   We  explore  the  latter 
option  immediately  below  (Section  2.2.1.)  and  then  turn  to  the 
increased  density  variant  (Section  2.2.2.). 
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2.2.1.   Increased  Acreage  Mixed  Use  Development 

The  increased  acreage  concept  would  have  both  advantages  and 
disadvantages  in  contrast  with  the  Proposed  Development  Plan. 
The  concept  essentially  embodies  a  recognition  that  the  BIF  area 
is  an  extremely  attractive,  water-accessed  site  with  a  unique 
downtown  image.  It  is  indeed  one  of  the  few  remaining 
developable  sites  in  the  inner  harbor  area  (-others  which  remain 
are  also  within  Massport's  jurisdiction).  It  would  provide  land 
area  for  profitable  mixed  uses  over  and  above  those  included  in 
the  PDP.  It  would  therefore  augment  the  economic  viability  of 
the  BIF  development  as  a  whole  and  comport  with  Massport's 
overall  economic  and  financial  aims  to  diversify  its  revenue  base 
and  maintain  flexibility  to  set  all  of  its  user  charges  at 
reasonable  levels  towards  recovery  of  total  costs  of  Logan's 
operations.  Additional  development  for  aviation-related  mixed 
uses  on  increased  acreage  might  add  significantly  to  overall  site 
integrity  and  appeal  by  permitting  improved  definition  among  the 
parcels  assigned  to  various  BIF  uses;  increasing  the  potential 
for  landscaped  transitions  among  the  uses;  and  greater 
flexibility  in  roadway  design  and  in  separation  of  access  among 
different  traffic  types  (e.g.  cargo  trucks,  mixed  use  delivery 
vehicles,  employee  passenger  cars  and  vans;  visitor  traffic). 
Obviously,  additional  construction  jobs  and  permanent  job 
opportunities  would  be  created;  attendant  in-lieu-of-tax  benefits 
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might  increase.  Finally,  the  establishment  of  a  larger  acreage 
for  mixed  use  purposes  could  also  serve  to  insure  that 
noise-generating  aircraft  activities  and  related  uses  would 
locate  still  further  away  from  the  residential  communities 
adjacent  to  the  Jeffries  Point  Cove. 

in  the  face  of  these  potential  advantages,  Massport  has  not 
lightly  chosen  to  undertake  a  more  modest  course  in  connection 
with  the  mixed  use  component  of  its  proposed  BIF  development. 
However,  several  factors  have  led  Massport  to  determine  that  a 
large  acreage  development  for  this  aspect  of  the  aviation  complex 
at  BIF  would  not  be  an  appropriate  course  of  action  to  pursue  at 

this  time. 

First,  Massport  has  sought  to  achieve  a  balanced  development 
strategy  which  responds  to  needs  for  improved  cargo  processing 
facilities  at  the  region's  major  hub  airport  while  at  the  same 
time  achieving  the  financial,  environmental  and  other  goals 
addressed  by  the  mixed  use  component.  As  has  been  explained  in 
Chapter  1,  Section  1.1.4.  forecasts  of  demand  for  air  cargo 
facilities  on-airport  are  subject  to  considerable  uncertainties 
which  militate  in  favor  of  reserving  sufficient  space  on  BIF, 
within  the  bounds  of  economic  and  environmental  constraints,  to 


accommodate  sufficient  apron  space  a 


nd  related  building  areas  for 


freight  movement  by  all-freighter  and  passenger  (belly)  mode. 
Accordingly,  it  would  be  unwise  at  this  time  to  unduly  restrict 
the  cargo  area  by  removing  substantial  portions  of  the  site  from 
possible  cargo  use  until  and  unless  marl 
create  a  demand  for  a  different  approach 


•ket  forces  develop  which 
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Second,  Massport  has  presented  in  this  RFEIR  a  refined 
proposal  which  reflects  actual  market-generated  demands  for  mixed 
use  activity  on  BIF,  as  contrasted  with  the  generic  PDP  outlined 
in  the  FEIR  published  last  December.  In  presenting  this 
market-based  program,  Massport  has  recognized  that  the  traffic 
characteristics  associated  with  it  are  significantly  reduced  in 
contrast  with  the  characteristics  carried  for  the  FEIR  program. 
Given  the  concerns  expressed  by  certain  commentators,  including 
the  Commonwealth's  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs,  that 
Massport  take  affirmative  steps  to  reduce  traffic  impacts  of  the 
mixed  use  element,  Massport  is  prepared  to  go  forward  at  this 
time  with  the  revised  PDF  described  in  this  report. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  one  of  the  basic  tools 
employed  in  the  proposed  development  to  control  traffic  impacts 
is  the  provision  of  a  reasonably  limited  amount  of  parking  for 
employees  at  the  mixed  use  site.  The  number  of  proposed  spaces 
(1100)  is  capable  of  sustaining  the  proposed  density  of 
development  (in  the  context  of  the  overall  traffic  management  and 
mitigation  program  described  elsewhere  in  this  report,  Chapter  5) 
according  to  current  perceptions  in  the  marketplace  among 
potential  BIF  employees  and  users.  Massport  believes  that  this 
level  of  parking  may  come,  in  the  future,  to  sustain  additional 
increments  of  development  at  this  site  if  market  perceptions 
change  and  there  is  an  increased  tendency  to  travel  by  multiple- 
occupancy  automobiles  or  transit  vehicles,  including  potential 
water-borne  ferry  services.  Should  this  take  place,  it  is 
possible  that  an  increased  mixed  use  development  would  become 
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feasible  at  the  basic  level  of  traffic  characteristics  now 
associated  with  the  RFEIR  program.  In  that  event,  Massport  would 
conceivably  respond  to  actual  demands  which  materialize  to  review 
additional  mixed  use  development  at  BIF ,  including  appropriate 
further  environmental  reviews. 

2.2.2.   Higher  Density  Mixed  Use  Development 

Massport  has  also  considered  a  higher  density  version  of  the 
mixed  use  element  of  the  project  on  the  same  20  acres  previously 
earmarked  for  this  type  of  development.  Indeed,  in  the  DEIR,  the 
following  program  was  described  in  contrast  with  that  described 
in  the  FEIR's  Proposed  Development  Plan: 

Draft  EIR  Alternative    Final  EIR  PDP 


Residential 

Office 

Conference/Hotel 

Retail 

R&D 


180  units 
noo.ooo  s.f. 
500  rooms 
30,000  s.f. 
300,000  s.f. 


500,000  s.f. 
350  rooms 

300,000  s.f. 


The  potential  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  this  approach 
are  similar  to  those  described  in  Section  2.2.1.  above.  Some 
distinctions  between  these  approaches  should  be  noted,  however. 

First,  Massport  has  conducted  a  preliminary  soils  analysis 
which  indicates  that  in  certain  portions  of  both  the  mixed  use 
and  cargo  areas  of  the  BIF  site,  foundation  piles  of  varying 
depths  will  have  to  be  utilized  to  support  buildings  having 
heights  of  30  to  40  feet  or  more.   Detailed  soils  tests  will  have 
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to  be  performed,  and  depending  on  the  results,  building  heights 
and/or  footprints  may  be  altered  in  contrast  with  those  shown  in 
the  illustrative  site  plan  presented  for  the  revised  PDF  in 
Section  1.2  of  Chapter  1.  It  is  conceivable  that  should  such 
tests  significantly  alter  present  analysis  of  the  economics  of 
building  heights  and  footprints  and  suggest  that  greater  heights 
are  necessary  to  achieve  an  economic  development,  Massport  may 
consider  increasing  square  footages  or  adjusting  the  mix  among 
office,  conference  and  other  uses. 

Second,  it  has  been  shown  in  Chapter  4  of  this  Report  that 
there  are  certain  locations  in  the  mixed  use  zone  where  buildings 
of  heights  in  excess  of  80  feet  may  produce  substantial 
additional  noise  mitigation  for  certain  sources  of  aircraft  noise 
at  Logan  Airport.  Again,  depending  on  economic  factors  and  the 
shape  of  market  demands  at  a  given  point  in  the  future,  it  may 
prove  appropriate  to  consider  increasing  square  footages  or 
adjusting  the  mix  among  office,  conference  and  other  uses  in 
order  to  facilitate  further  aircraft  noise  mitigation. 

Once  again,  if  increased  parking  were  required  to  support  any 
such  adjustments  in  composition  or  density  of  the  mixed  use,  the 
traffic  implications  would  be  an  important  factor  for 
investigation  in  the  further  environmental  reviews  which  would 
accompany  such  a  change. 

2.3.   Diagonal  Design  Variant  for  Cargo/Aircraft  Element  of  PDF 

Certain  commentators  on  the  FEIR  have  urged  Massport  to 
consider  a  design  variant  on  the  alignment  of  buildings  for  the 
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cargo  element  of  the  proposed  development  which  we  have  called  a 
"diagonal"  scheme.  As  discussed  in  the  FEIR.  this  variation 
might  take  one  of  several  forms,  but  generally  involves  rotation 
of  the  main  cargo  building  (shown  in  an  east-west  configuration 
in  the  site  plan  for  the  PDF  in  the  FEIR)  to  a 
northeast-southwest  orientation  parallel  to  the  Runway  27  safety 

overrun . 

This  alignment  would  accommodate  four  prime  cargo  aircraft 
positions  in  a  diagonal  building  but  would  require  construction 
of  additional  apron  positions  on  an  east/west  alignment  at  the 
easterly  half  of  the  cargo  area  in  order  to  provide  an  equivalent 
number  of  positions  to  the  FEIR  Proposed  Development  Plan.  If  a 
'decision  were  made  to  locate  GA  on  BIF,  employment  of  a  diagonal 
scheme  would  not  allow  for  development  of  a  more  than  minimal 
general  aviation  apron  in  the  vicinity  of  the  airport  fire 
station.  There  might  then  be  a  tendency  to  put  a  general 
aviation  hangar  and  additional  apron  facilities  closer  to  the 
community  in  the  vicinity  of  the  two  nearest  air  cargo  aprons 
which  are  shown  in  the  illustrative  site  plan  at  Figure  3- 

The  potential  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  diagonal 
variant  which  we  analyzed  include: 

Advantages: 

°  The  diagonal  alignment  removes  some  BIF  aircraft 
operations  farther  to  the  east  on  BIF,  and  away  from 
noise  sensitive  residential  areas.  This  could  be 
expected  to  result  in  reduced  noise  impacts  from 
cargo  aircraft  in  the  BIF  project. 
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A  diagonal  air  cargo  building  would  act  as  an 
additional,  effective  visual  as  well  as  noise  barrier 
to  aircraft  operations  and  resulting  noise. 
Operating  taxiways  to  service  the  main  air  cargo 
facility  would  be  further  away  from  residential 
areas,  with  consequent  reduction  in  taxi  operations 
noise . 


Disadvantages 


The  diagonal  alignment  reduces  and  separates  aircraft 
apron  areas  available  for  general  aviation  and 
itinerant  freighter  use  resulting  in  less  capacity 
and  reduced  efficiency. 

The  diagonal  alignment  necessitates  an  estimated  2^% 
longer  access  road,  adding  to  project  cost. 
The  diagonal  alignment  could  require  a  near  doubling 
of  the  primary  fuel  pipeline  to  provide  the  same 
service  as  the  revised  PDP,  adding  an  estimated  75% 
to  the  projected  fuel  pipeline  costs. 

The  diagonal  alignment  presents  various  operational 
difficulties  in  comparison  with  the  revised  PDP. 
G.A.  operations  would  be  more  costly  and  less 
efficient  due  to  the  physical  separation  mentioned 
above.  Also,  fewer  G.A.  aircraft  could  be  parked  on 
the  irregular  shaped  parcels  which  would  be  created. 
Finally,  large  aircraft  parked  on  the  diagonal  apron 
would  have  to  be  pushed  back  into  a  single  two-way 
taxiway  upon  departure,  blocking  the  taxiway  to 
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inbound   and   outbound   traffic.    In   contrast,   the 
revised  PDP  allows  all  large  aircraft  to  be  pushed 
back  onto   a  dual   taxiway  causing   less   potential 
congestion  and  delay. 
Based  on  this  analysis,  Massport  believes  that  the  diagonal 
alignment  is  not  preferable  to  cargo  area  building  alignments 
embodied  in  the  Proposed  Development  Plan.   Among  other  reasons 
is  that  a  larger  number  of  GA  operations  may  take  place  in  the 
western  portion  of  the  area  shown  as  Air  Cargo  Area  I  on  the  PDP 
Illustrative  Site  Plan  (Figure  3),  which  could  be  more  annoying 
than  the  fewer  cargo  aircraft  operations  in  that  area  foreseen 
under  the  PDP. 
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CHAPTER  3  -  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


In  order  to  fully  assess  the  environmental  implications  of 
the  choice  among  alternatives  for  BIF  development  -  including, 
specifically,  whether  to  proceed  with  mixed  use  development  in 
contrast  with  an  exclusively  cargo  and  aircraft  related  program 
with  attendant  construction  of  a  passive  wall  —  it  is  necessary 
to  review  certain  details  regarding  the  affected  environment  in 
the  East  Boston  community  and  especially  in  the  Jeffries  Point 
neighborhood  of  East  Boston.  This  discussion  includes  certain 
historical  information  which  is  essential  to  provide  an  accurate 
description  of  the  environment  affected  by  the  proposed 
development  of  Bird  Island  Flats. 

3.1.   Affected  Neighborhood:  Jeffries  Point 

East  Boston  is  a  relatively  isolated  section  of  the  City  of 
Boston.  Connected  to  the  rest  of  the  City  by  tunnels  and 
overwhelmed  by  the  siting  of  the  major  hub  airport  for  New 
England,  this  neighborhood  has  nonetheless  maintained  itself  as  a 
stable,  closely-knit  community.  This  stability  has  been 
maintained  over  decades  despite  East  Boston's  lower  than  average 
family  income  levels,  suggesting  a  strong  commitment  on  the  part 
of  its  residents  to  maintaining  the  character  of  this 
neighborhood. 
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Airport  Impacts  are  intensely  felt  in  a  number  of  East 
Boston's  neighborhoods: 

°    Neptune  Road,  Orient  Heights  and  Bayswater,  by 

aircraft  overflight; 
°    Jeffries  Point  by  land   takings,   aircraft  noise, 

truck  traffic,  and  auto  traffic. 

It  is  the  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood  that  is  most  directly 
impacted  by  the  proposed  Bird  Island  Flats  development.  This  is 
not  to  suggest  that  impacts  on  other  neighborhoods  of  East  Boston 
or  other  communities  in  the  Boston  region  are  not  felt.  There 
is,  nonetheless,  a  particular  set  of  historic  factors  which 
merits  understanding  in  order  to  put  in  appropriate  perspective 
the  issues  of  affected  environment  in  the  community  most  directly 
impacted  by  BIF  build  alternatives. 

Jeffries  Point,  at  the  southern  end  of  East  Boston,  is 
separated  from  Logan  Airport  only  by  a  small  inlet  of  Boston 
Harbor,  not  incorporated  into  the  Bird  Island  Flats  fill  project. 
The  latter  program,  a  massive  endeavor  to  fill  nearly  235  acres 
of  Boston  Harbor  for  Logan  Airport  development,  commenced  in  1959 
and  was  completed  in  1972.  The  Jeffries  Point  section  is  one  of 
the  oldest  and  most  densely  settled  areas  in  the  Boston  area,  and 
preexisted  both  Logan's  expansion  in  general  and  the  fill  of  BIF 
in  particular. 

Bird  Island  Flats  is  within  sight  and  sound  of  many  homes  in 
this  neighborhood  and  that  visual  and  noise  connection  is  a 
constant  reminder  of  the  impacts  of  the  airport  on  residents' 
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daily  lives.  Moreover,  Jeffries  Point  is  bounded  on  three  sides 
by  Logan  Airport  and  by  other  Massport  facilities.  Residents- 
long-standing  concerns  regarding  Massport' s  potential  acquisition 
of  their  neighborhood  can  only  be  understood  in  the  context  of 
historical  events  which  took  place  during  the  decade  from 
1965-1975. 

3.2.   History  of  Port  Authority  Encroachment  into  Jeffries  Point 

One  of  the  first  tangible  indications  that  the  Jeffries  Point 
neighborhood  would  be  subjected  to  encroachment  by  Logan  Airport 
appeared  when  the  Port  Authority  developed  Amerina  Field,  one  of 
Jeffries  Point's  earliest  major  open  spaces,  as  a  postal  facility 
for  the  Airport.  Over  the  protestations  of  Jeffries  Point 
residents  that  another  location  would  be  more  suitable,  the  Post 
Office  was  located  there  in  1967  and  the  neighborhood  lost  what 
had  once  served  as  a  significant  recreational  resource. 

During  the  period  from  1967-1971  the  Port  Authority  also 
purchased  residential  properties  in  Jeffries  Point.  The  Port 
Authority  maintained  that  it  was  helping  individual  residents  by 
this  practice  especially  in  light  of  aircraft  noise  impacts  on 
nearby  residences.  Moreover,  the  location  of  homes  in  relation 
to  the  airport  was  widely  viewed  as  reducing  the  value  of 
Jeffries  Point  residential  property,  which,  in  turn,  attracted 
some  residents  to  sell  their  homes  to  the  Port  Authority  which 
maintained  that  it  was  offering  the  best  price  for  these  homes. 

However,  the  effect  of  the  sales  of  homes  to  the  Port 
Authority  which  did  occur  was  to  increase  Massport's  control  of 
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Jeffries  Point  land.  Longtime  residents  felt  that  the  policy  of 
purchasing  residential  property  in  Jeffries  Point  represented  an 
effort  overtime  by  Massport  to  clear  their  neighborhood  of 
residents  altogether.  Since  many  of  the  home  purchased  by  the 
Port  Authority  were  subsequently  demolished,  that  fear  was 
repeatedly  reinforced. 

Other  Massport  actions  increased  neighborhood  concerns. 
Massport  operated  a  maritime  facility  on  Pier  1  on  the  western 
boundary  of  Jeffries  Point.  Massport  studies  conducted  in  the 
period  1971-1975  recommended  that  the  agency  concentrate  its 
major  seaport  container  operations  in  East  Boston  through 
expansion  of  the  Pier  1  facility.  At  the  eastern  end  of  the 
community,  the  Bird  Island  Fill  project  was  also  well  underway. 
Sandwiched  in  between,  a  large  area  of  the  Jeffries  Point 
neighborhood  was  incrementally  incorporated  into  Massport's 
ownership.  Massport  officials  during  this  period  made  several 
public  statements  regarding  Authority  plans  for  an  integrated 
seaport/airport  cargo  operation  extending  from  Pier  1  to  Bird 
Island  Flats.  When  Massport  opposed  the  building  of  elderly 
housing  on  a  site  at  Maverick  Square,  citing  a  goal  of  keeping 
the  area  undeveloped  because  of  aviation  noise  impacts, 
residents'  suspicions  were  further  heightened. 

Jeffries  Point's  history  of  resistance  to  Massport  expansion 
was  vividly  demonstrated  in  events  relating  to  the  Bird  Island 
Fill  project.  During  the  late  nineteen-sixties ,  over  600  trucks 
a  day  used  Maverick  Street  on  their  way  to  and  from  the  airport. 
Loaded   with   fill   for   airport   expansion,   they   disrupted 
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neighborhood  activity  and  posed  a  serious  danger  to  young 
children  who  lived  and  played  there.  A  neighborhood  request  for 
a  truck  haul  road  on  airport  property  was  refused. 

Having  no  other  apparent  recourse  at  the  time,  residents  of 
the  area  organized  a  major  demonstration  in  September,  1968. 
Blockading  the  street  with  baby  carriages,  mothers  and  children 
themselves  on  the  truck  route  and  stopped  the  trucks  from  passing 
through  for  a  week.  The  impasse  was  finally  resolved  when 
Massport  yielded  to  the  request  of  then  Governor  John  Volpe  that 
the  Authority  build  a  truck  haul  route  parallel  to  Maverick 
Street.  However,  this  entire  episode  was  read  by  the 
neighborhood  as  further  harassment  by  Massport  to  rid  Jeffries 
Point  of  its  residents. 

It  is  thus  no  surprise  that  Jeffries  Point  residents  are  on 
record  in  opposition  to  many  proposals  for  Bird  Island  Flats 
development.  Specifically  during  this  earlier  period,  they 
objected  to  construction  of  the  outer  taxiway  along  Jeffries 
Point  Cove  which  brought  aircraft  operations  closer  to  their 
neighborhood  and  to  the  removal  of  a  hangar  which  provided  some 
sound  barrier  benefits. 

In  the  early  nineteen-seventies ,  Massport  began  to  plan  in 
earnest  for  the  use  of  the  newly  created  Bird  Island  Flats  area. 
The  agency  proposed  the  extension  of  two  existing  runways, 
introduction  of  a  new  STOL  runway,  and  a  new  air  cargo  and 
taxiway  development.  This  proposed  development  became  the 
subject  of  a  prolonged  battle  over  environmental  impact  which 
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ultimately  ended  with  a  court  injunction  against  further  work  on 
the  project.  This  judicial  determination  is  described  further  in 
Section  2.4.5  of  the  FEIR  which  deals  with  Massport's  position 
concerning  the  earlier  proposed  Runway  14-32. 

3.3.   Massport  Program  -  1975  to  Present 

This  history  of  conflict  between  the  Port  Authority  and  the 
Jeffries  Point  neighborhood  describes  a  period  when  attempts  were 
rarely  made  to  deal  effectively  with  the  impacts  of  a  major  hub 
airport  on  its  immediate  neighbors.  When  the  runway  project  was 
stopped  by  invoking  the  powers  available  under  the  then  newly 
enacted  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act,  it  underscored 
that  a  practice  of  disregarding  the  negative,  even  if  unintended 
consequences,  of  airport  programs  would  not  be  acceptable. 

In  1976  Massport  published  a  Master  Plan  establishing 
policies  for  Logan's  future  development.  Included  are  ten  policy 
statements  which  directly  address  the  long-standing  problems 
faced  by  Jeffries  Point  residents  and  which  committed  the  Port 
Authority  to  implement  these  policies.  A  five-year  program  of 
action  which  responded  to  long-standing  grievances  was  outlined. 
The  proposed  Bird  Island  Flats  mixed  use  development  is  the 
latest  in  a  series  of  initiatives  by  the  Port  Authority  to 
reinforce  its  affirmative  commitment  to  enhancing  the  stability 
of  the  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood. 

The  'five-year  action  program  includes: 

1.  Definition  of  airport  boundaries  and  facilities. 

2.  Divestiture  of  Massport  owned   residential  and 
recreational  property  in  Jeffries  Point. 
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3.  Adoption  of  aircraft  noise  regulations  and  policies. 

4.  Relocation  of  airport  related  businesses  which 
negatively  impact  the  neighborhood. 

5.  Identification  of  employment  and  development 
projects  which  can  directly  benefit  Logan  Airport's 
neighbors  and  reduce  the  operational  and  visual 
intrusion  of  the  airport  on  those  neighbors. 

Each  of  these  elements  and  its  relation  to  Massport's 
Proposed  Development  Plan  for  BIF  is  outlined  below. 

1 .  Airport  Boundaries 

The  Port  Authority  has  defined  the  extent  of  its  boundaries 
and  its  proposed  development  areas  as  shown  on  Figure  1  .  By 
taking  this  position,  the  Authority  has  acted  to  eliminate 
concern  over  continuing  physical  encroachment  into  adjacent 
neighborhoods . 

In  this  connection,  the  Port  Authority  took  a  related  step  of 
resolving  the  Bird  Island  Flats  runway  project  controversy  by 
committing  to  the  completion  of  extended  safety  areas  for  Runways 
9/27  and  4L/22R  and  the  abandonment  of  the  construction  of  the 
earlier  proposed  14/32  STOL  Runway.  This  strategy  was  further 
reinforced  in  the  court  injunction  mentioned  above.  In  so  doing, 
it  also  laid  the  groundwork  for  the  Bird  Island  Flats  development 
project  under  review  here. 

2.  Property  Divestiture 

To  implement  its  commitment  to  use  and  develop  only  those 
areas  within  the  defined  airport  boundary,  Massport  undertook  a 
program  over  a  four-year  period  to  return  to  local  control  and 
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ownership  those  residential  and  recreational  properties  purchased 
earlier.  The  Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club,  Tringali  Pier,  and  other 
Jeffries  Point  Cove  waterfront  properties  were  divested.  When 
combined  with  the  adjacent  4-acre  Porzio  Park  already  in  public 
ownership,  this  divestiture  restored  the  large  majority  of 
eastern  waterfront  boundary  to  local  use  and  control.  The  more 
than  twenty  residential  properties,  vacant  lots  and  homes  which 
were  acquired  in  the  earlier  period  described  above  were  also 
sold  to  abuttors  and  tenants,  wherever  possible. 

3,   Noise  Regulations  and  Policies 

In  1977,  following  extensive  studies  and  investigation  into 
appropriate  means  for  reducing  the  noise  impacts  of  its  aircraft 
operations  at  Logan  Airport,  the  Port  Authority  adopted  noise 
regulations  and  policies  affecting  all  aspects  of  operations. 
These  actions  included  regulations  for  reducing  overall  noise 
levels  generated  by  aircraft.  They  also  included  minimizing 
noise  impacts  through  the  construction  of  noise  barriers  and  the 
creation  of  buffer  areas.  The  FAA,  in  its  guidelines  for  airport 
development,  encourages  the  provision  of  buffer  areas  wherever 
possible  for  safety  as  well  as  for  noise  relief.  For  older 
airports,  built  in  congested  areas,  buffer  zones  necessarily  take 
on  different  characteristics  than  those  for  newer,  remote 
airports.  Few  opportunities  exist  at  Logan  where  noise  buffering 
development  can  be  accommodated  or  where  a  transition  zone 
between  aircraft  and  airfield  activities  and  the  community  can  be 
established.   Bird  Island  Flats  is  one  of  them. 
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i|.   Relocation  of  Nuisances 

The  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood  housed  a  number  of 
off-airport  car-rental  facilities  which  interfered  with  traffic 
flow  and  the  residential  character  of  the  neighborhood.  The 
nature  of  that  business  imposed  a  traffic  and  parking  problem  and 
presented  a  general  nuisance.  Working  with  the  neighborhood,  the 
City  of  Boston  and  several  airlines,  Massport  acted  to  bring  at 
least  some  of  these  operations  onto  the  airport.  This  was 
another  step  towards  the  positive  use  of  the  Authority's  leverage 
and  resources  to  bring  airport-dependent  business  within  airport 
boundaries  whenever  feasible  and  appropriate.  It  also  serves  to 
reinforce  the  meaning  of  a  clearly  articulated  airport  boundary 
line. 

5 .   Employment  and  Development 

Aircraft  noise  can  be  regulated  and  abated  but  not 
eliminated.  Encroachment  can  be  foreclosed  by  drawing  boundary 
lines,  but  the  size  and  scale  of  ever-visible  and  frequently 
heard  aircraft  operations  can  still  be  increased.  Massport's 
immediate  challenge  is  to  find  new  solutions  and  approaches  to 
mitigating  the  operational  and  visual  impacts  of  Logan  Airport  on 
nearby  communities. 

The  mixed-use  development  proposal  for  Bird  Island  Flats  is 
another  response  to  that  challenge.  By  introducing  a  commercial 
transition  zone  at  the  periphery  of  an  aircraft  operational  area, 
the  airport  is  well  served,   as  is  Jeffries  Point.    The 


-77- 


introduction   of   a  mixed   use   area   accomplishes  a  number  of 
desirable  objectives.   To  summarize,  the  development: 

1.  Reinforces  the  sense  of  boundary  by  assigning 
airport  operations  to  the  interior  of  the  site, 

2.  Creates  an  appropriate  transition  between  airport 
operations  and  land  uses  more  compatible  with 
neighborhood  activities, 

3.  Offers  noise  relief  in  a  tangible  and  potentially 
economically  productive  way, 

M.   Introduces   visual   relief   from   the   otherwise 
expansive  and  residentially  inappropriate  scale  of 
airport  facilities;  and 
5.   Offers  potential  economic  and  employment  benefits 
for  local  residents  as  well  as  the  region  as  a 
whole . 
These  benefits  are  further  described  in  other  chapters  of 
this  Report.   In  closing,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  concept  of 
mixed   use   development   has   been   endorsed   by   community 
representatives  as  a  far  preferable  response  to  the  problems  of 
major  aircraft  noise  intrusion  in  their  neighborhoods,  and  that, 
historically,   the  community  has  strongly  and  consistently 
rejected  the  notion  of  a  possible  barrier  wall  as  a  suitable 
means  of  dealing  with  the  issue. 
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CHAPTER  4:  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


The  FEIR  contains  a  comprehensive  examination  of  the 
environmental  impacts,  both  long  and  short  term,  of  the  Proposed 
Development  Plan,  and  various  alternative  BIF  plans. 

During  the  review  and  comment  period,  questions  were  raised 
by  MEPA  staff  and  other  commentators  as  to  sufficiency, 
organization  and  interpretation  of  the  impact  assessment 
contained  in  the  FEIR.  Massport  subsequently  undertook  to 
provide  additional  clarifying  information  on  the  impacts  of  the 
Proposed  Development  Plan,  especially  the  traffic  impacts 
associated  with  commercial  development  on  BIF.  Moreover,  since 
that  time,  Massport  has  evaluted  still  additional  measures  to 
mitigate  the  potential  adverse  effects  of  both  the  FEIR  PDP  and 
the  revised  PDP  described  in  this  report.  The  conclusions 
derived  from  the  additional  studies  undertaken  by  Massport  during 
this  period  are  reported  below. 

4.1  Noise  Impacts 

4.1.1.   Explanation  of  Noise  Descriptors  Used  in  FEIR 

Several  requests  were  received  during  the  review  and  comment 
period  for  a  thorough  explanation  of  the  various  noise 
descriptors  or  noise  metrics  used  in  the  analysis  of  noise  impact 
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of  the  PDF  in  the  FEIR.   Basically  three  types  of  measurement 
were  recorded : 

Maximum  (or  very  short-term)  A-weighted  sound  levels 

("peak  dBA"); 

Percentage  (A-weighted)  levels  ("L10"  or  "L50"  or 

"L90")  and 

Equivalent  (energy  average  A-weighted)  levels  ("Leq" 

or  "Ldn") 
Each  type  of  descriptor  is  defined,  some  common  uses  are 
given,  and  some  of  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  its  use  are 
discussed  below. 

Maximum  A-Weighted  Levels 

The  maximum  A-weighted  level  for  a  given  "noise  event"  is 
simply  the  maximum  level  that  would  be  read  by  a  calibrated 
standard  sound  level  meter  (with  A-weighting  electronic  network) 
during  the  course  of  the  event.  Maximum  levels,  consequently, 
are  very  easy  to  measure,  and  it  is  fairly  easy  to  develop  an 
intuitive  "feel"  for  how  loud  an  event  is,  based  on  its  maximum 
A-weighted  level . 

Maximum  A-weighted  levels  have  been  used  to  quantify  the 
noise  of  a  single  type  of  noise  event  -  e.g.,  a  motor  vehicle 
passby.  (Note  that  distance  from  the  noise  source  to  the 
measurement  point  must  always  be  specified.)  Combined  with  a 
knowledge  of  the  level  of  the  "background"  noise,  one  can  roughly 
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estimate  whether  or  not  the  event  will  be  detectable.  Maximum 
A-weighted  levels  are  also  used  to  develop  mathematical  models 
for  computing  the  A-weighted  levels  that  will  be  produced  by 
operation  of  a  noise  source.  For  example,  the  maximum  A-weighted 
sound  levels  measured  at  50  ft.  (emission  levels)  were  used  to 
help  model  the  noise  produced  by  taxiing  aircraft  at  Logan. 

The  main  weakness  of  the  maximum  A-weighted  sound  level  is 
that  by  itself  it  cannot  tell  us  much  about  how  people  will  judge 
a  noise  environment.  We  need  to  know  how  often  the  maximums 
occur,  and,  at  least  implicitly,  we  must  know  the  general  time 
history  of  the  noise:  i.e.,  whether  it  is  a  very  short  duration 
noise,  or  a  noise  level  rising  relatively  slowly  to  the  maximum 
and  dropping  back  again. 

PercentaRe  Levels 

These  are  the  descriptors  that  identify  A-weighted  levels 
that  are  exceeded  for  a  specified  percentage  of  the  time  during  a 
stated  period.  Common  percentage  levels  are  the  10%  (abbreviated 
L10),  50%  (L^q),  and  90%  (L^q)  levels  for  a  one-hour  period.  The 
L.Q  value  for  a  given  noise  source  is  the  sound  level  that  is 
exceeded  for  10%  of  the  time  (usually  an  hour),  the  L^q  is  the 
level  exceeded  for  50%  of  the  time,  the  L^q  is  the  level  exceeded 
90%  of  the  time. 

In  the  past,  these  percentage  levels  have  been  used  to 
describe  community  noise  environments,  and  to  predict  future, 
highway  traffic  produced,  noise  levels.  The  L^q  level, 
especially,  has  been  used  for  study  of  highway  noise  levels. 


-81- 


Lately,  however,  these  descriptors  are  used  less  frequently  in 
noise  analysis,  and  energy  average  or  equivalent  levels  are 
preferred.  This  preference  is  probably  due  to  three  factors:  the 
percentage  levels  are  more  difficult  to  predict  than  are  the 
equivalent  levels;  many  measuring  instruments  are  now  available 
to  measure  equivalent  levels;  and  equivalent  levels  have  been 
found  to  correlate  with  community  response  to  noise  as  well  as, 
if  not  better  than,  the  percentage  levels. 

One  significant  weakness  of  the  percentage  level  is  that  it 
is  difficult  to  predict.  Accurate  prediction  requires  the  use  of 
very  complex  mathematical  models.  Not  only  are  such  models 
difficult  to  develop,  but  they  are  so  complicated  that  it  is  very 
difficult  to  acquire  an  intuitive  "feel"  for  the  results,  to  know 
what  changes  in  noise  level  will  result  from  given  changes  in 
noise  source  operation.  For  example,  a  doubling  of  the  number  of 
noise  events  (e.g.,  number  of  departures  per  hour)  does  not 
necessarily  result  in  a  3  dB  increase  in  L^q. 

Equivalent  Levels 

The  equivalent  level  of  a  noise  source  is  the  A-weighted 
sound  level  that  accounts  for  all  sound  energy  produced  by  that 
source.  The  equivalent  sound  level  during  a  stated  time  period 
for  a  given  noise  source  is  the  level  of  a  steady  sound  that  has 
the  same  sound  energy  as  does  the  actual  time-varying  sound 
produced  by  that  noise  source. 

The  equivalent  level  may  be  used  to  describe  sound  levels  for 
any  specified  period  of  time.   Currently,  three  basic  equivalent 
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levels  are  used:  the  hourly  equivalent  sound  level  (Leq);  the 
24-hour  equivalent  sound  level  (Leq);  and  the  day-night  average 
sound  level  (Ldn).  The  24  hour  equivalent  level  and  day-night 
average  sound  level  both  apply  to  a  specified  24-hour  period,  and 
the  day-night  average  sound  level  contains  a  10  dB  penalty  for 
nighttime  (generally  10pm  to  7am)  noises. 

Equivalent  levels  now  seem  to  be  used  for  most  transportation 
noise  problems.  Relative  ease  of  computation,  documented 
relationship  with  community  response,  and  relative  ease  of 
measurement  all  tend  to  make  equivalent  levels  the  preferred  type 
of  descriptor.  A  short-coming  of  the  equivalent  level  is  that 
for  some  noise  problems,  the  lay  public  seems  to  have  difficulty 
relating  personal  experiences  with  noise  levels  to  the 
equivalent,  energy  average  sound  level.  For  noise  sources  that 
produce  very  high  sound  levels  of  relatively  short  duration,  the 
equivalent  sound  level  is  typically  considerably  lower  than  the 
maximum  A-weighted  sound  level  produced  by  the  source.  Aircraft 
operations  can  easily  produce  maximum  A-weighted  sound  levels  in 
the  community  of  100  dB  or  more,  but  the  associated  equivalent 
level  (day-night  sound  level,  for  example)  may  not  exceed  80  dB. 
However,  even  though  the  public  may  have  difficulty  understanding 
such  differences  in  levels,  the  fact  remains  that  community 
response  to  noise  corresponds  fairly  well  with  equivalent  levels, 
and  equivalent  levels  can  be  computed  with  reasonable 
reliability . 
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_4_^_T__^2_^ Fur  the  r_Explorationof  the  Effectiveness  of  Noise 

Barriers  in  the  Buffer  Zone 

One  important  mitigating  effect  of  the  PDF,  as  explained  in 
the  FEIR,  is  the  opportunity  presented  by  the  project  to 
effectively  shield,  and  thereby  to  reduce  the  negative  impacts  of 
Logan  aircraft  operations,  particularly  the  operations  at  the 
Eastern  Airway  Passenger  terminal  by  construction  of  a  noise 
buffer  in  the  transition  zone.  The  transition  zone  is  the  area 
between  the  proposed  air  cargo  facilities  and  Jeffries  Cove, 
combination  of  either  (1)  a  40  foot  high  wall  or  (2)  a  series  of 
buildings,  or  a  construction  of  buildings  and  walls  in  the  same 
location.  Massport's  commitment  to  a  noise  buffer  arose  both 
from  historical  studies  of  the  U.S.  Air/Eastern  operations  and 
their  effect  on  nearby  residential  areas,  and  from  an  analysis  of 
the  potential  noise  impacts  of  the  PDP.  In  light  of  the  apparent 
preference  by  Secretary  Bewick  and  others  for  a  passive  barrier 
wall,  as  opposed  to  a ir por t- r el ated  structures,  Massport 
re-examined  the  noise  impacts  of  various  buffer  possibilities 
following  publication  of  the  FEIR.  The  results  are  reported 
below. 

The  Original  Buffer  Commitment 

The  initial  analysis  of  barrier  effects  grows  from  Massport's 
recognition  that  the  siting  of  30  to  40  foot  high  cargo  buildings 
might  offer  mitigation  of  aircraft  noise  on  nearby  aprons. 
Earlier  indications  of  the  value  of  barriers  had  come  from 
studies  of  noise  walls   conducted   for   the   Authority   (1)   in 
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conjunction  with  the  original  construction  of  outer  taxiway  in 
1973  and  (2)  in  conjunction  with  the  proposal  by  Eastern  Airlines 
to  construct  a  commuter  pier  extension  to  their  terminal.  Both 
of  these  prior  studies  had  been  limited  to  considering  walls  not 
higher  than  HO  feet  because  of  the  engineering  difficulties 
involved  in  constructing  higher  walls.  The  original  barrier 
analysis  performed  for  the  BIF  project  built  upon  those  earlier 
studies  and  upon  a  recognition  that  a  30  to  no  foot  high  cargo 
building  was  acoustically  similar  to  a  wall.  After  the 
preliminary  studies  for  BIF  showed  that  a  mixed  use  component 
along  the  edge  of  the  site  was  both  operationally  and  financially 
desirable,  this  acoustic  logic  was  extended  to  include  the 
commercial  buildings  in  the  transition  zone. 

The  height  of  the  proposed  buildings  was  proposed  to  be  equal 
to  the  earliest  40'  high  walls  since  lower  barriers  would  not 
provide  the  desired  acoustic  shielding,  yet  the  economics  of 
building  development  were  not  sufficiently  certain  at  that  time 
to  warrant  a  commitment  to  higher  buildings.  This  concept  came 
to  be  referred  to  as  the  "active  buffer."  After  the  active 
buffer  concept  was  established,  further  design  and  marketing 
efforts  determined  that  a  financially  viable  active  buffer  could 
be  developed  at  BIF  within  the  site  geometry  in  the  outer  taxiway 
area  adjacent  to  Jeffries  Point.  Although  the  FEIR  commitment  by 
Massport  did  not  distinguish  beween  the  active  or  passive  buffer, 
Massport  finds  that  the  active  buffer  .is  preferable  for 
financial,  environmental,  land  use  planning  and  a  variety  of 
other  reasons. 
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Noise  Attenuation  Benefits  of  Higher  Buffers 

Since  the  publication  of  the  FEIR,  it  has  been  suggested  that 
more  noise  mitigation  could  be  achieved  if  higher  barriers, 
either  active  or  passive,  were  built  as  part  of  the  PDP. 
Massport  has  reviewed  the  locational  possibilities  for  higher 
structures  with  our  acoustic  consultant,  BB&N,  who  has  prepared  a 
review  of  the  performance  of  100'  high  barriers  at  these 
locations  with  respect  to  aircraft  operations  occurring  on  the 
middle  and  eastern  portions  of  the  air  cargo  area. 

Two  principal  limitations  to  acoustic  barrier  performance 
should  be  kept  in  mind.  First,  barrier  effectiveness  decreases 
as  the  distance  from  the  barrier  to  either  the  noise  source  or 
the  listener  increases.  Since  the  distance  to  the  community  from 
a  barrier  along  the  western  shore  is  quite  large  already,  a  MO' 
high  barrier  along  the  shore  only  produces  the  7dB  attenuation 
referred  to  in  the  FEIR  from  noise  sources  within  a  few  hundred 
feet  of  the  barrier.  Second,  the  performance  of  any  barrier  will 
be  reduced  at  least  5-lOdB  by  steady  wind  flowing  from  the 
aircraft,  over  the  barrier,  toward  the  community.  This  second 
effect  can  be  eliminated  if  the  wind  flowing  in  the  direction  of 
the  community  is  not  smooth  (as  would  exist  over  flat,  unbroken 
land  or  water),  but  is  turbulent  (as  would  exist  over  and  around 
the  buildings  of  the  Airport  terminal  complex).  It  should  also 
be  kept  in  mind  that  while  there  is  agreement  between  the 
theoretical  and  the  actual  measured  acoustical  benefits  of 
barriers  under  calm  wind  conditions,  the  analytic  methods  of 
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applied  acoustics  are  less  capable  of  predicting  the  reduction  in 
barrier  performance  caused  caused  by  wind.  In  spite  of  these 
uncertainties,  Massport  finds  that  the  presence  of  large  terminal 
buildings  upwind  of  the  Eastern  and  US  Air  aprons  indicates  that 
turbulent  conditions  would  apply  along  the  path  to  the  barrier 
and  to  the  community,  and  that  barrier  performance  would 
therefore  not  be  reduced  significantly  for  those  aprons. 
However,  for  the  line  from  cargo  aprons  on  BIF  to  potential 
barrier  locations  and  on  into  the  community,  smooth, 
non-turbulent  wind  conditions  are  expected'  to  degrade  barrier 
performance  in  this  part  of  the  project  area. 

In  order  to  estimate  the  magnitude  of  these  wind  effects, 
BB&N  undertook  an  analysis  to  determine  the  wind  velocity  which 
would  just  negate  the  expected  attenuation  of  various  height 
barriers  at  various  locations  on  the  BIF  site.  This  analysis  is 
presented  in  full  in  Appendix  A-4,  but  can  be  summarized  as 
follows : 

virtually  any  wind   will   negate  the   effects   of 
unprotected  barriers  up  to  I30  feet  high  at,  for 
example,  locations  2  or  3  shown  on  Figure  4. 
°    The   effectiveness   of   barriers   in   protected 
locations,  such  as  downwind  of  the  Eastern  and 
USAir  terminals  (see  location  6  on  Figure  4)  will 
be  unaffected  by  wind  effects. 
In  an  attempt  to  demonstrate  the  maximum  possible  effect  of 
higher  barriers  under  more  favorable  conditions  than  those 
considered  by  BB&N,  Massport  undertook  another  assessment  of  the 
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effect  of  higher  barriers  upon  noise  generated  at  various  air 
cargo  apron  positions  further  away  from  the  community.  This 
analysis  accounts  for  the  reduction  in  noise  levels  due  to  the 
greater  distance  from  the  community  and  assumes  a  minimal 

reduction  in  barrier  effectiveness  of  5dB  due  to  wind  effects. 

*/ 
The  princpals  conclusions  are—   : 

Location  1 .  For  cargo  aircraft  operations  on  outer 
taxiway  in  the  vicinity  of  the  middle  of  the  main  cargo 
area,  the  40'  high  shoreline  barrier  is  likely  to  offer  no 
potential  reduction  in  noise  levels  in  the  community. 

Location  2.  For  that  same  aircraft  location,  100  foot 
high  shoreline  barriers  would  offer  a  reduction  of  about  4dB 
in  terms  of  its  contribution  to  Leq .  (The  contribution  from 
this  source  is  about  lOdB  less  than  the  Eastern/USAir 
contribution  because  of  the  greater  distance  from  the 
community .  ) 

Location  3-  For  aircraft  operations  farther  to  the  east 
(in  the  vicinity  of  the  Airport  fire  station)  a  100  foot 
high  barrier  would  be  less  effective,  with  about  3dB 
reduction  applied  to  the  Leq  contribution  from  the  southern 
location.  (This  contribution  is  about  13dB  less  than  the 
Eastern/USAir  contribution  to  Leq.,  again  due  to  the  greater 
distance  from  the  community.) 

Location  4.  For  aircraft  operations  at  the  Air  Cargo  II 
apron  closest  to  the  community,  the  adjacent  cargo  building 


*/ 

—     For  illustration  of  locations  discussed  below,  see 

Figure  4. 


should  provide  about  3dB  of  attenuation  applied  to  an  Leq 
contribution  (which  is  about  9dB  less  than  the  Eastern/USAir 
Levels . ) 

Location  5.  For  this  same  location,  a  100  foot  high 
barrier  in  the  transition  zone  would  provide  about  7dB 
reduction  to  the  Leq  contribution. 

Location  6.  For  aircraft  operations  in  the  areas  which 
were  originally  considered  as  candidates  for  attenuation  by 
buffers,  namely  the  taxiways  and  aprons  closer  to  Jeffries 
Point,  a  100  foot  high  barrier  would  have  the  advantage  of 
calm  wind  conditions  and  could  be  expected  to  reduce  the  Leq 
contribution  of  the  loudest  ground  noise  heard  in  the 
community  by  as  much  as  10  to  20dB. 

Although  this  assessment  does  not  fully  account  for  the 
reduction  in  barrier  attenuation  due  to  wind  effects  documented 
by  BB&N,  it  supports  the  conclusion  that  the  use  of  higher 
barriers  to  attenuate  noise  generated  further  to  the  east  on  BIF 
(for  Locations  2,  3  or  5,  for  example)  does  not  appear  to  be 
promising.  However,  higher  barriers  would  seem  to  offer 
additional  benefit  in  the  location  for  which  the  original  buffer 
was  proposed  —  along  the  western  edge  of  the  site  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  dual  taxiway  closest  to  Jeffries  Point  (Location 
6). 

4.2.   Air  Quality  Impacts 

This  section  addresses  three  issues.  First,  it  clarifies  the 
air   quality  discussion   included   in   the  FEIR,   responding  to 
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questions  and  misunderstandings  of  commentators  on  that  document, 
and  correcting  erroneous  truck  traffic  assumptions  which  tended 
to  understate  the  descriptions  of  likely  impacts  of  the  FEIR 
build  alternatives  (Section  4.2.1).  However,  these  changes  do 
not  affect  any  conclusions  drawn  from  the  FEIR  analysis.  Second, 
the  discussion  presents  the  results  of  an  analysis  of  the  air 
quality  improvements  resulting  from  the  further  evolution  of  the 
development  plan  and  additional  mitigating  measures  which  have 
been  adopted  since  the  filing  of  the  FEIR  (Section  M.2.2). 
Finally,  it  addresses  air  quality  issues  which  were  raised  by  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  regarding  compliance 
with  the  Massachusetts'  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  (Section 
4.2.3).  Those  issues  deal  with  air  quality  analysis  that  went 
beyond  the  tasks  defined  by  Massport  and  concerned  state  and 
federal  regulatory  agencies  during  the  scoping  of  the  EIS/EIR 
work  effort.  However,  the  results  are  presented  here  to  clarify 
the  air  quality  effects  of  the  RFEIR  PDP. 

4.2.1.  Clarification  of  Air  Quality  Impacts  Reported  in  the  FEIR 
The  estimated  air  quality  impacts  of  the  FEIR  development 
alternatives,  including  the  PDP,  were  inaccurately  stated  due  to 
an  over-  estimate  of  the  total  number  of  truck  trips  generated  in 
the  Revised  No-Build  case.  The  traffic  levels  associated  with 
the  build  cases  are  unchanged.  Correcting  the  Revised  No-Build 
predictions  lowers  their  associated  impacts,  therefore  increasing 
the  differential  between  the  No-Build  and  build  cases. 

The  corrected  truck  volumes  are  reported  in  Appendix  A-1, 
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Errata  Sheet  -  Final  EIR/EIS.  Briefly,  the  FEIR  analysis  of  the 
Revised  No-Build  case  was  based  on  4,514  entering  trucks  per  day; 
whereas  the  correct  number  should  have  been  2,375. 

Reducing  the  estimate  of  truck  movements  for  the  Revised 
No-Build  case  slightly  reduces  the  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  emissions 
predicted  for  that  case,  but  has  very  little  effect  on  the 
emissions  of  hydrocarbons  (HC)  ,  oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOx)  and 
total  suspended  particulates  (TSP).  The  following  table 
summarizes  the  percentage  increases  in  total  airport  emissions 
due  to  the  FEIR  development  alternatives  as  compared  to  the 
correct  Revised  No-Build  emissions. 

Table  4.2.1 


FEIR  Build 

Alternatives 

(All  with  GA  on  BIF) 


%    Changes  in  Total  Logan  Emissions 
in  Year  2000  as  Compared  to  the 
Revised  No-Build 


High  Intensity  Cargo 


CO 


-6.0 


NOx 


-2.7 


TTT 


+  1 


+  3.9 


Low  Intensity  Cargo 


+6.4      +3.0      +2.1      +4.4 


Mixed  Use/ 

High  Intensity  Cargo 


+7.0 


■3.0 


+  2.1 


+  4.7 


FEIR  Proposed  Development  Plan   +6.7      +3-2      +2.6      +5.0 

The  following  discussion  provides  important  clarifying 
information  for  each  of  the  four  air  pollutants  considered. 
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Carbon  Monoxide  (CO) 

The  "mixed  use"  alternative  included  in  the  Draft  EIR 
resulted  in  a  CO  "hot  spot"  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
development  site,  due  to  the  concentration  of  traffic  associated 
with  the  commercial  development.  This  problem  was  eliminated  in 
the  FEIR  PDP  by  locating  one-half  of  the  proposed  office  space 
farther  north  in  the  site.  As  a  result,  no  exceedances  of  the  1 
hour  or  8  hour  CO  standards  were  predicted  at  BIF  or  the  tunnel 
portals  in  the  year  2000. 

This  8  hour  CO  level  at  sensitive  receptor  points  was 
predicted  for  1987  for  the  FEIR  and  RFEIR  PDP.  The  results  are 
discussed  in  Section  4.2.3. 

Hyrdocarbon  (HC) 

Hydrocarbon  emissions  are  particularly  important  because  of 
their  impact  on  odors  perceived  in  the  community  and  because  of 
their  contribution  to  ozone  formation.  It  is  difficult  to 
estimate  the  contribution  of  HC  emissions  at  Logan  to  either  of 
these  problems.  Moreover,  there  are  no  state  or  federal 
standards  or  criteria  for  HC  levels  to  which  the  predicted 
concentrations  can  be  compared.  Therefore,  the  emphasis  in  the 
FEIR  was  placed  on  comparing  HC  emissions  for  each  alternative, 
as  a  reasonable  way  of  representing  HC  impacts. 

The  important  result  of  the  HC  analysis  is  that  the  most 
significant  future  source  of  HC  emissions  is  fuel  storage  and 
handling,  an  area  which  offers  many  opportunities  for  effective 
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mitigation.     The   extensive  mitigation   to  which  Massport   is 
committed  is  described  in  Chapter  5. 

Oxides  of  Nitrogen  (NOx) 

As  noted  in  the  FEIR,  NOx  levels  will  probably  increase 
faster  than  any  other  air  pollutant  around  the  airport  because  of 
the  increased  use  of  more  efficient  jet  aircraft  engines. 
Although  these  newer  engines  produce  less  HC,  CO,  and  TSP  than 
older  engines  they  are  replacing,  they  emit  increased  amounts  of 
NOx. 

Several  of  the  commentators  on  the  Final  EIR  questioned  the 
method  used  in  arriving  at  the  NOx  and,  in  particular,  the  NO^ 
levels  presented  in  the  FEIR.  Two  basic  adjustments  were  made. 
First,  the  model  was  calibrated  by  reducing  the  original  NO 
predictions  by  55%,  because  the  predicted  NO  concentration  for 
the  existing  conditions  was  120J  higher  than  the  observed 
maximum.  Second,  NO2  concentrations  were  estimated  to  be  54%  of 
the  total  NO^  level,  which  was  the  maximum  N02/N0x  ratio  observed 
in  Jeffries  Point  during  two  monitoring  programs  performed  by  our 
air  quality  consultant.  The  54%  also  falls  within  the  range 
observed  at  other  locations  around  Logan  in  a  monitoring  study 
conducted  in  the  summer  of  1979. 

Based  on  NOx  monitoring  in  these  three  Logan  air  quality 
studies,  and  modelling  of  future  conditions,  neither  NO-  nor  NO 
are  anticipated  to  be  a  short  term  pollution  problem.   However, 
they  may  become  a  problem  in  Jeffries  Point  in  the  late  80's  and 
90's  whether  or  not  BIF  is  developed.   Therefore,  it  is  essential 
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that  NOx  trends  be  carefully  monitored  over  the  next  several 
years  to  alert  Massport  and  other  officials  of  developing 
problems,  which  are  largely  independent  of  BIF  development. 
Chapter  5,  Section  5.2.8.,  describes  Massport's  commitment  to 
undertake  such  monitoring. 

Total  Suspended  Particulates  (TSP) 

The  FEIR  analysis  of  TSP  reflected  the  anticipated  decrease 
in  TSP  emissions  due  to  the  use  of  more  efficient  aircraft 
engines.  Total  predicted  airport  TSP  emissions  decline  by 
approximately  2S%  from  existing  levels  under  any  of  the  BIF  build 
alternatives  and  are  only  slightly  higher  than  those  predicted 
for  the  Revised  No-Build  case.  TSP  emissions  during  the 
construction  period  are  of  particular  concern.  They  will  be 
minimized  to  the  maximum  feasible  extent  by  the  mitigating 
measures  outlined  in  Chapter  5  of  the  FEIR. 

H  .2.2.   Air  Quality  Assessment  of  RFEIR  Program 

As  explained  below  in  Section  4.4,  Traffic  Impacts,  the  RFEIR 
PDP  generates  substantially  less  traffic  than  the  generic  FEIR 
program,  and  extensive  traffic  mitigating  measures  described  in 
Chapter  5  substantially  reduce  airport-wide  traffic  levels  in  the 
forecast  year  -  1987.   These  traffic  reductions  have  considerable 
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effect  on  air  quality  impacts  of  the  PDP,  as  can  be  seen  in  the 
following  table: 

Table  4.2.2 


FEIR  Build 

Alternatives 

(all  with  GA  on  BIF) 


High  Intensity  Cargo 


%   Changes  in  Total  Logan  Emissions 
in  Year  2000  When  Compared  to  the 
Revised  No-Build  Contained  in  FEIR 


CO        NOx       HC 
+  6.0      +2.7      +l.i 


TSP 
+  3.9 


FEIR/PDP 


+6.7      +3.2 


■2.6      +5.0 


RFEIR/PDP 


+  5.4 


+  2.9 


+  2.1 


+  4.2 


Tables  4.2.3  through  4.2.6  compare  the  emissions  for  the  four 
pollutants,  by  source,  for  the  RFEIR  PDP  to  four  other 
illustrative  cases:  Existing  Conditions,  Revised  No-Build,  High 
Intensity  Cargo  and  the  FEIR  PDP.  Figures  5,  6  and  7  show  the 
contraction  of  the  CO,  HC  and  TSP  isopleths  that  will  result  due 
to  the  reduced  emissions  of  the  RFEIR  PDP  (dotted  line)  compared 
to  the  FEIR  PDP  (solid  line).  The  corresponding  NOx  isopleth  is 
not  shown,  because  the  increment  is  too  small  to  show  up  at  this 
scale. 

These  figures  and  tables  lead  to  several  important 
conclusions  about  the  air  quality  impacts  of  the  RFEIR  PDP, 
including  : 

°  The  increase  in  CO  emissions  due  to  the  RFEIR  PDP 
in  comparison  with  the  Revised  No-Build  is  lower 
than  any  other  build  alternative. 
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BOSTON    INNER  HARBOR 


PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  (FEIR) 
REVISED  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN 


ESTIMATED  MAXIMUM  1-HOUR  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRA- 
TIONS (IN  mg/m3)  POR  THE  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN 
(FEIR)  AND  REVISED  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN  (WITH  GA 
IN  THE  YEAR  2000). 
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°  The  increase  in  HC  emissions  due  to  the  RFEIR  PDF 

is   among   the   lowest   of   any   of   the   build 

alternatives . 
°    The  increases  in  NO^^  and  TSP  emissions  due  to  the 

RFEIR  PDF  are  slightly  less  than  those  due  to  the 

FEIR  PDF. 

4.2.3.   Compliance  With  Mass.  SIP 

At  the  close  of  the  comment  period  on  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement/Impact  Report,  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  raised  certain  concerns  regarding  the  effect  of  BIF 
development  on  compliance  in  the  Boston  region  with  the 
Massachusetts'  State  Implementation  Flan  (SIP)  for  achieving  the 
goals  of  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act.  In  particular,  questions 
were  posed  as  to  the  potential  effect,  if  any,  of  BIF  development 
on  the  maximum  eight  hour  CO  concentration  for  several  locations 
in  1987,  the  "attainment  year"  for  federal  air  quality  standards. 

1987  Maximum  Eight  Hour  CO  Analysis 

In  the  Final  EIR,  1  hour  CO  levels  were  calculated  for  1982, 
1987  and  1993.  Massport  has  now  estimated  1987  8  hour  CO  levels 
for  all  receptor  points  included  in  the  FEIR  and  for  the  Havre 
Street  location  suggested  by  the  EPA  (because  it  is  somewhat 
nearer  the  tunnel  portal  than  the  Gove  Street  receptor  used  in 
the  FEIR.)  Four  sensitive  receptors  which  demonstrate  the 
results  are  discussed  below,  including  the  receptors  at  Havre  and 
Gove  Streets,  one  at  the  Airport  Hilton  Hotel  entrance  and  one  at 
the  public  tennis  courts  adjacent  to  the  airport  crossroad. 
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Havre  Street  Receptor 

The  peak  1987  8  hour  CO  levels  experienced  at  the  Havre 
Street  location  are  primarily  related  to  Central  Artery 
congestion,  not  Sumner  Tunnel  traffic,  as  might  be  expected. 
This  relationship  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  Sumner  Tunnel 
traffic  demand  is  not  predicted  to  exceed  capacity  in  1987,  even 
with  BIF  development,  as  discussed  in  Section  4.4. 

Therefore,  the  CO  analysis  was  conducted  for  three  Artery 
conditions : 


Table  4.2.7 
Havre  Street  Receptor 
1987  -  8hr  CO 


Levels  -  Xnoon  to  8  p.m.) 
(in  mg/m-^; 


Traffic  Conditions         Existing 

"Free  Flow"  Traffic 

(no  congestion  on  Central 

Artery)*  7.8 

Congested  Conditions 

from  3  to  7  p.m.  *  13.7 

Congested  Conditions 

from  3  to  8  p.m.  15.4 


Revised 
No-Build 


4.7 


8.3 


9.3 


FEIR 
PDF 


5.4 


10.3 


1  1. 


RFEIR 
PDF 


5.3 


9.5 


10.7 


«« 


The  "Free  Flow"  condition  and  "Congested"  condition  (3  to  8  p.m.) 
are  based  on  actual  observations  of  tunnel  queuing  on  3/12/81  and 
3/20/81,  respectively.  These  were  adjusted  to  1987  traffic  levels 
including  the  anticipated  increment  from  development  at  BIF. 

The  "Congested"  condition  (3  to  7  p.m.)  reflects  conditions  on  a 
typical  congested  day  when  traffic  queues  at  the  tunnel  disperse 
after  7:00  p.m.  This  case  was  also  adjusted  for  1987  traffic 
volumes  and  increments  from  BIF  development. 
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As  shown  in  this  table,  the  RFEIR  PDP  is  predicted  to  result 
in  a  violation  of  the  10mg/m^  8  hour  CO  standard  at  Havre  Street 
in  1987  under  unusual  traffic  conditions,  when  the  Central  artery 
congestion  continues  until  at  least  8  p.m.  This  small  exceedance 
(0.7  mg/m3)  is  believed  to  be  insignificant  and  to  be  within  the 
uncertainty  in  the  modeling  input  data  and  related  modeling 
sensitivity.  Under  less  extreme  traffic  conditions,  no  violation 
is  anticipated.  Moreover,  the  RFEIR  PDP  is  predicted  to  result 
in  1987  8  hour  CO  levels  substantially  under  both  existing  levels 
and  the  levels  that  would  result  from  the  FEIR  PDP,  under  all 
traffic  conditions. 

Gove  Street  Receptor 

Estimates  of  8  hour  CO  levels  were  also  predicted  for  Gove 

Street,  as  shown  in  Table  4.2.8. 

Table  4.2.8 

Gove  Street  Receptor 
1987  -  8  Hour  CO  Levels  at  Summer^Tunnel  -  (noon  to  8  p.m.) 
~~   (in  mg/m^) 


Traffic  Conditions 


Existing 


"Free  Flow"  7.0 

Congested  Conditions 

3  to  7  p.m.  8.5 

Congested  Conditions 

3  to  8  p.m.  8.8 


Revised 
No-Build 


4.2 
5.1 
5.3 


FEIR 
PDP 


4.5 
6.7 
7.4 


RFEIR 
PDP 

4.3 
6.1 
6.4 


At  this  receptor,  the  RFEIR  PDP  does  not  result  in  any 
violation  of  the  8  hour  CO  standard.  It  also  results  in  a 
substantial  improvement  over  existing  conditions  and  the  FEIR  PDP 
estimates . 
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Hilton  Receptor 

Eight  hour  CO  levels  at  the  entrance  to  the  Airport  Hilton 
were  estimated  for  the  same  three  Central  Artery  traffic 
conditions  as  Gove  and  Havre  Streets,  because  congestion  on  the 
airport  outbound  road  is  also  related  to  Central  Artery 
performance.  The  results  of  the  analysis  for  the  Hilton  location 
are  summarized  in  Table  4.2.9. 

Table  4.2.9 

Hilton  Hotel  Receptor 

1987-8hr  CO  Levels  -  (noon  to  8  p.m.) 

(in  mg/m3) 


Revised 

FEIR 

RFEIR 

Traffic  Conditions 

Existin 

R 

No-Build 

PDF 

PDF 

"Free  Flow" 

15.6 

11.1 

10.8 

10.5 

Congested  Conditions 

3  to  7  p.m. 

16.2 

11.4 

11.5 

11.1 

Congested  Conditions 

3  to  8  p.m. 

16.4 

11.5 

11.7 

11.2 

As  the  table  shows,  there  will  be  an  8  hour  CO  violation  at 
the  Hilton  with  or  without  BIF  development.  BIF  development, 
with  mitigating  measures  (including  the  roadway  imrpovements 
described  in  Chapter  5)  will  reduce  this  violation  slightly. 
Also,  the  RFEIR  PDF  will  result  in  substantially  lower  CO  levels 
than  currently  exist,  and  slightly  lower  levels  than  the  FEIR 
PDF. 

The  low  capital  roadway  improvement  program  to  which  Massport 
is  committed  as  a  mitigating  measure  for  this  project  is  the 
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major  source  of  improvement  in  CO  levels  at  the  Hilton,  because 
it  will  decongest  the  crossroad  intersection  substantially. 
However,  it  will  also  increase  somewhat  the  volume  of  traffic 
passing  in  front  of  the  Hilton  on  the  outbound  road,  thereby 
slightly  reducing  the  extent  of  improvement. 

Tennis  Court  Receptor 

A  receptor  was  also  located  at  the  public  tennis  courts 
adjacent  to  the  airport  crossroad.  As  shown  in  Table  4.2.10,  a 
violation  of  the  8  hour  standard  is  also  predicted  for  this 
location.  However,  the  RFEIR  PDP,  with  its  associated  mitigating 
measures,  results  in  substantially  lower  CO  levels  than  the 
existing  conditions,  and  slightly  higher  than  the  Revised 
No-Build  and  lower  than  the  FEIR  PDP. 

Table  4.2.10 

Tennis  Court  Receptor 

1987-8hr  CO  Levels  -  (noon  to  8  p.m.) 

(in  mg/m3) 


Traffic  Conditions 


"Free  Flow" 

Congested  Conditions 
3  to  7  p.m. 

Congested  Conditions 
3  to  8  p.m. 


Existing 
14.0 
14.0 
14.0 


Revised    FEIR 
No-Build     PDP 


10.1 


10.1 


10.1 


10.7 


10.7 


10.7 


Revised 
PDP 

10.5 


10.5 


10.5 


Hydrocarbon  Emissions 

The  EPA  also  questioned  Massport's  intentions  to  minimize 
hydrocarbon  emissions.    Chapter  5  describes  the  steps  Massport 
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will  take  in  this  area,  primarily  through  vapor  controls  on  fuel 
storage  facilities. 

The  magnitude  of  the  increase  in  hydrocarbon  emissions  is 
very  easy  to  correct.  The  net  increase  in  emissions  over  the 
Revised  No-Build  case,  due  to  the  RFEIR  PDP,  is  estimated  to  be 
approximately  I30  kilograms  (Kg)  per  day.  This  represents  less 
than  S%  of  theh  total  estimated  fuel  storage  and  handling  related 
losses.  Hence,  installation  of  vapor  controls  at  only  some  of 
the  fuel  farm  facilities  (which  recover  80  to  90%  of  the  losses) 
would  reduce  HC  emissions  and  more  than  compensate  for  the 
increase  resulting  from  the  RFEIR  development. 

4.3  Water  Quality  Impacts 

The  impacts  to  water  quality  from  the  Proposed  Development 
Plan,  and  the  other  BIF  alternatives  are  set  forth  in  the  FEIR. 
Because  BIF  is  a  filled  land  site  located  adjacent  to  Boston 
Harbor,  Massport's  BIF  development  is  subject  to  review  under  the 
Commonwealth's  Wetlands  Protection  statute  (Massachusetts  General 
Laws  Chapter  I3I >  sec.  40.)  During  a  public  hearing,  (held  after 
publication  of  the  FEIR/EIS)  and  during  staff  discussions  between 
the  Boston  Conservation  Commission  and  Massport,  concerns  were 
focused  on  the  impacts  to  Boston  Harbor  water  quality  due  to 
stormwater  runoff  from  Bird  Island  Flats,  and  the  potential 
harmful  effects  of  oil  spills  if  drainage  from  the  project  area 
was  not  controlled.  Water  quality  impacts  associated  with  the 
Proposed  Development  Plan  discussed  in  the  Final  EIR/EIS  were 
principally  those  attributable  to  stormwater  runoff.   Stormwater 
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runoff  generated  at  the  site  was  not  predicted  to  contribute  to 
exceedances  of  water  quality  standards  and  consequently  it  was 
not  considered  by  Massport  to  pose  a  significant  threat  to  Boston 
Harbor.  Despite  the  relatively  benign  impact  of  runoff  generated 
at  the  site,  mitigating  measures  were  proposed  in  the  FEIR/EIS 
for  implementation  during  the  construction  of  the  project  and 
during  its  the  ultimate  operation. 

Since  the  publication  of  the  FEIR,  further  engineering  work 
has  refined  the  stormwater  runoff  measures  that  will  be 
implemented  during  the  operation  of  the  facility.  As  originally 
proposed  in  the  FEIR,  approximately  one  third  of  the  BIF  project 
area  was  to  be  serviced  by  a  stormwater  collection  system 
discharging  directly  to  the  harbor.  Since  that  time,  Massport 
has  determined  to  collect  runoff  and  transport  it  to  the  existing 
West  Outfall,  passing  through  an  existing  oil/water  separation 
unit  within  the  outfall  prior  to  discharge  to  the  harbor.  This 
change  would  provide  for  collection  and  treatment  of  stormwater 
flows  generated  over  the  entire  BIF  site.  The  increase  in  the 
area  serviced  represents  a  five  year  storm  flow  of  apprxomiately 
610  cubic  feet  per  second,  which  is  considered  well  within  the 
excess  capacity  of  the  oil/water  separator  system  at  the  West 
Outfall. 

M.^   Traffic  Impacts 

With  or  without  development  of  Bird  Island  Flats,  airport 
access  and  on-airport  roadway  congestion  are  among  the  most 
important  problems  facing  Massport.  During  the  comment  period 
following  publication  of  the  Final  EIR,  it  became  apparent  that 
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the  traffic  implications  of  the  BIF  development  were  a  major 
concern  of  the  MEPA  staff  and  other  reviewers.  Therefore, 
subsequent  to  the  publication  of  the  FEIR,  Massport,  with 
assistance  from  professional  transportation  consultants, 
performed  additional  clarifying  analyses  of  the  incremental 
traffic  impacts  associated  with  the  FEIR  Proposed  Development 
Plan.  Traffic  impacts  of  the  revised  PDP  (or  "RFEIR  Proposed 
Development  Plan")  were  also  estimated. 

This  chapter  summarizes  the  methodology  and  assumptions 
utilized  in  the  analysis,  and  presents  the  results.  Appendix  B-1 
describes  the  methodology  and  assumptions  in  detail  and  includes 
the  text  of  the  consultant  reports  from  which  the  analysis  was 
derived . 

4.4.1.   Traffic  Analysis  Methodology 

The  FEIR  traffic  analysis  was  based  largely  on  automobile  ADT 
(Average  Daily  Traffic)  levels.  Because  traffic  is  most 
seriously  congested  on  and  off-airport  during  the  late  afternoon, 
the  analysis  was  expanded  to  include  the  estimation  of 
BIF-related  traffic  generated  between  4:00  and  5:00  p.m.,  the 
(p.m.)  peak  traffic  hour.  Afternoon  peak  hour  traffic  flows  and 
resulting  roadway  performance  measures  were  estimated  by  adding 
BIF-generated  traffic  to  the  forecast  no-build  or  baseline 
traffic  flows.  1987  was  selected  as  the  forecast  year,  because 
it  is  the  year  by  which  the  cargo  and  mixed-use  development  are 
anticipated  to  be  completed. 
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For  this  expanded  analysis,  Massport  revised  the  FEIR  ADT 
trip  generation  rates,  calculated  ADT  trip  generation  rates  for 
uses  incorporated  in  the  RFEIR  Proposed  Development  Flan,  and 
calculated  p.m.  peak  hour  generation  rates  for  FEIR  and  RFEIR 
land  uses.  These  calculations  allow  comparison  of  relative  ADT 
and  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  contributions  of  the  FEIR  and  RFEIR 
programs.  Then,  by  adding  the  BIF-generated  p.m.  peak  hour 
traffic  to  the  forecast  no-build  traffic  flows,  Massport 
calculated  roadway  service  levels  for  five  critical  roadway 
locations,  two  on  airport  (the  intersection  of  the  inbound 
roadway  and  the  airport  crossroad,  and  the  intersection  of  the 
outbound  roadway  and  the  crossroad)  and  three  off  airport  (within 
the  Sumner  Tunnel,  at  the  merge  point  of  the  Sumner  Tunnel 
on-ramp  to  the  Central  Artery  northbound,  and  at  the  pedestrian 
crossing  signal  near  the  intersection  of  the  artery  frontage  road 
and  Hanover  Street  in  the  North  End).  These  locations  are  shown 
in  Figure  8. 

The  measure  used  to  reflect  service  levels  was  the  ratio  of 
forecast  traffic  demand  to  estimated  roadway  capacity,  termed  a 
volume  to  capacity  ratio  (V/C) .  This  additional  measure  was 
suggested  to  Massport  by  the  MEPA  staff  during  the  FEIR  review 
and  comment  period.  A  roadway  link  or  intersection  which  is 
estimated  at  to  be  at  volume  to  capacity  ratio  of  1.0  is 
accommodating  the  maximum  volume  of  traffic  theoretically 
possible.  Excess  traffic  demand  reflected  in  a  V/C  greater  than 
1.0  would  theoretically  be  accommodated  through  a  longer  peak 
period,  or  through  the  diversion  of  traffic  to  other  routes  and 
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ANALYSIS  LOCATIONS 


LEGEND 

1.  Cross  Road  and  Exit  Road 

2.  Cross  Road  and  Entrance  Road 

3.  Sumner  Tunnel 

4.  Frontage  Road  Pedestrian  Signal 

5.  Central  Artery  Northbound  On-Ramp 


FIGURE  8 


other  travel  modes.  In  addition,  some  trips  might  not  be  made. 
Traffic  theory  and  observation  indicate  that  total  traffic 
volumes  accommodated  by  a  roadway  link  or  intersection  actually 
decline  when  the  ratio  of  traffic  demand  to  capacity  exceeds  the 
level  of  1.0. 

4.i4.2.   Mitigating  Measures  Evaluated 

The  effects  of  various  mitigating  measures  to  which  Massport 
is  committed  as  part  of  the  BIF  project  were  also  incorporated 
into  the  traffic  analysis.  Chapter  5  describes  these  mitigating 
measures.  Appendix  B-1  discusses  the  assumptions  that  were  used 
in  estimating  their  likely  effectiveness.  The  three  categories 
of  mitigation  that  were  quantitatively  incorporated  into  the 
analysis  are  summarized  below,  and  discussed  further  in  Chapter 
5,  Section  5. 3- 

1 .  Measures  to  Minimize  Automobile  Traffic  Generated  by  BIF 
Development . 

-  Comprehensive  ridesharing  program,  including 
carpooling,  vanpooling,  and  preferential  parking 
locations  and  rates  for  participants. 

-  Encouragement  of  transit  use  through  MBTA  and 
Massport  shuttle  bus  pass  programs  and  subsidies. 

-  A  new  Massport  shuttle  bus  loop  providing  a  direct 
connection  between  the  Airport  MBTA  Station  and  BIF. 

-  Ferry  service  between  the  downtown  Boston  waterfront 
and  BIF. 
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The  estimated  effect  of  these  measures  is  a  9.15S  transit/ferry 
mode  share  (compared  to  an  existing  6.6?  share  for  current 
airport  employees)  and  an  increase  in  employee  automobile 
occupancy  from  1.2  to  1.4  occupants  per  vehicle  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  . 

2.  Measures  Designed  to  Reduce  Non-BIF-Related  Automobile 
Traffic  Generated  by  the  Airport. 

Airport-wide  employee  ridesharing  program. 

Increased  employee  parking  fees. 

Promotion  of  MBTA  pass  program. 

Development  of  North  Shore  Express  bus  service. 

Development  of  airport/bus/limousine  services. 

High  quality  airport   shuttle  bus   service  between 

airport  MBTA  station  and  terminals. 
The  estimated  effect  of  these  measures  is  an  increase  in  employee 
automobile  occupancy  from  1.2  to  1.4  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  and  a 
10%  increase  in  employee  and  air  passenger  transit  use. 

3 .  Low  Capital  Physical  Roadway  Improvements  Designed  to 
Increase  On-Airport  Roadway  Capacity. 

In  addition  to  mitigating  measures  designed  to  minimize 
traffic  volumes,  Massport  also  intends  to  undertake  a 
comprehensive  program  of  low-capital  on-airport  roadway 
improvements  to  increase  roadway  capacity.  The  improvements  are 
focused  on  the  intersections  of  the  inbound  and  outbound  roadways 
with  the  north/south  crossroad.  These  improvements  are 
independent  of  and   in   no  way  affect   the   implementation  of 


-106- 


long-term  improvements  to  the  north-south  crossroad  which 
Massport  is  now  considering  as  part  of  its  long  range  Master  Plan 
effort  and  which  will  be  subject  to  a  separate  environmental 
review . 

For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  a  representative 
improvement  program  was  investigated  which  provides  a  minimum 
level  of  increased  capacity.  Before  implementing  such  a  program, 
Massport  would  complete  a  detailed  review  of  all  low-capital 
opportunities  and  related  traffic  management  strategies  for 
further  increases  in  capacity  at  the  airport  which  Massport 
believes  are  achievable.  The  representative  improvements 
considered  for  purposes  of  this  analysis  are  displayed  in  Figure 
9.   They  include: 


A  U-turn  connecting  the  inbound  and  outbound 
roadways  on  the  terminal  side  of  the  crossover 
roadway.  This  turn  would  accommodate  traffic 
travelling  on  the  outbound  road  with  a  destination 
in  the  terminal  area.  This  is  the  major  potential 
source  of  added  capacity  at  the  outbound 
roadway/crossroad  intersection. 

A  "jug-handle"  on  the  terminal  side  of  the  inbound 
roadway/crossover  intersection  for  left  turns  from 
the  inbound  roadway  to  the  northbound  section  of  the 
crossroad.  This  improvement  will  eliminate  left 
turns  from  the  inbound  roadway  at  the  intersection. 
It  will  include  a  dedicated  deceleration  lane  from 
the  inbound  roadway. 
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o   Elimination  of  all  left  turns  from  the  outbound 
roadway  to  the  crossroad.   Traffic  destined  to  the 
terminal  area  would  utilize  the  U-turn.   Traffic 
destined  for  the  southwest  area  of  the  airport  could 
utilize  the  MBTA  ramp  and  turn  right  at  the  inbound/ 
crossroad  intersection, 
o   A  U-turn  connecting  the  inbound  roadway  to  the 
outbound,  in  the  area  of  the  access  and  exit  roads 
to   the   Central   Parking  Garage  toll   plaza,   with 
acceleration  and  deceleration  lanes  as  required. 
In  addition  to  these  non-BIF  related  improvements,  traffic 
congestion  at  the  crossover  intersections  will  also  be  decreased 
by  the  planned  connection  of  the  BIF  access  road  to  the  inbound 
road  via  one  of  two  Massport  easements  west  of  the  existing 
Eastern  Air  Lines'  air  freight  building.   This  two-way  roadway 
will  have  acceleration  and  deceleration  lanes  on  and  off  the 
inbound  roadway.   Exiting  traffic  will  reach  the  outbound  road 
via   the   second   U-turn   described   above.     An   important 
environmental  benefit  of  this  access  road  will  be  the  elimination 
of  direct  access  from  BIF  to  Porter  and  Maverick  Streets  for 
outbound   traffic.     In   order   to   utilize   these   streets, 
BIF-generated  traffic  would  have  to  exit  from  BIF  as  described 
above,  make  a  U-Turn  at  the  MBTA  bus  ramp  and  drive  back  in  the 
inbound  road  to  the  crossroad  intersection.    This  circuitous 
routing  would  act  as  a  substantial  disincentive  for  traffic  to 
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exit  through  the  community.  In  addition,  the  roadway 
improvements  will  put  the  inbound  roadway  intersection  well  below 
capacity  in  1987  (under  either  the  FEIR  or  RFEIR  development 
program).  Traffic  would  therefore  face  no  greater  incentive  to 
enter  via  community  streets  than  it  does  today.  Currently,  most 
community  street  use  is  for  exiting  traffic.  Therefore,  there 
would  be  little  if  any  reason  for  BIF  development  to  increase  the 
use  of  Porter  and  Maverick  for  entering  traffic. 

As  discussed  in  Chapter  5,  Massport  is  committed  to 
minimizing  all  airport-related  traffic  impacts  in  the  community, 
and  will  complete  a  thorough  traffic  impact  analysis  by  the  end 
of  July,  1981.  This  analysis  will  identify  the  steps  to  be  taken 
to  minimize  traffic  through  community  streets  due  to  all  airport 
operations,  not  just  BIF  development.  It  will  be  coordinated 
with  the  further  review  of  on-airport,  low  capitol  roadway 
capacity  improvement  opportunities  discussed  above.  The  product 
of  the  analysis  will  be  a  recommended  program  of  low-capital 
roadway  improvements  which  will  provide  adequate  capacity  at 
least  through  1987  and  will  reduce  community  traffic  impacts  to 
the  maximum  feasible  extent. 
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U.H.3.   Results 

Tables  4.4.1,  .2  and  .3  summarize  the  quantitative  results  of 
the  traffic  analysis. 

Table  4.4.1 


Comparision  of  MitiRated  ADT's  Generated 
By  FElR  and  RFEIR  Development  Programs 


FEIR  Program: 

Activity  A2I 

Air  Cargo 

Cars 

Trucks 
Office 

Hotel/Conference  Center 
Light  Manufacturing 
Shuttle  Bus 

Total  Vehicles 

Total  Airport  with  BIF 

RFEIR  Program: 

Activity  A2I 

Air  Cargo 

Cars 

Trucks 
Office  Building 

Visitors  and  Employees 
Conference  Center  Visitors 
Computer  Marketing  Visitors 
Conference  and  Computer 
Shuttle  Bus 

Total  Vehicles 

« 
Total  Airport  with  BIF 

»  Based  on  1987  estimated  base  of  approximately  38,000  mitigated 
ADT. 
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1, 

,300 

2, 

,440 

1 

,248 

200 

164 

500 

50 

5 

,902 

44 

,000 

Table  4.M.2 

Comparison  of  Mitigated  P.M.  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Generated 
By  FEIR  and  RFEIR  Development  Programs 

1987 


FEIR  Program: 

Activity 

Air  Cargo 

Cars 

Trucks 
Office 

Hotel/Conference  Center 
Lt .  Manufacturing 

Total  Vehicles 


Entering 


44 
53 
115 
61 
32 


Exiting 


296 


955 


RFEIR  Program: 


Activity  Entering 

Air  Cargo 

Cars  44 

Trucks  53 
Office  Building 

Visitors  and  Employees  28 

Conference  Center  Visitors  0 

Computer  Marketing  Visitors  6 
Conference  and  Computer 

Marketing  Employees  29 

Shuttle  Bus  13 

Total  Vehicles  173 


Exiting 


85 
53 

142 

50 

6 

159 
13 


507 
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Case 


Table  4.4 .3 
P.M.  Peak  Hour  Level  of  Service  Results 


Entrance   Exit 
Road     Road 


Sumner 
Tunnel 

Hanover 
Street 

Arter> 
Merge 

.65 

.79 

1.01 

.73 

.88 

1.15 

.72 

.87 

1.13 

1 .  1979  Existing 
Conditions 

2.  1987  No-Build 
Unmitigated 


.87 
.99 


99 


3.  1987  No-Build  Mitigated 

with  Roadway  Improvements  .80 

4.  1987  FEIR  Develop- 
ment, Mitigated  With 
Roadway  Improvements       .86 

5.  1987  RFEIR  Develop- 
ment, Mitigated  With 
Roadway  Improvements       .84 


1.05 


94 


84 


79 


1.01 


.94 


1.20 


1.11 


The  ADT  and  P.M.  peak  hour  traffic  generation  comparisons 
reveal  that  the  RFEIR  Proposed  Development  Plan  will  generate 
significantly  less  traffic  than  the  FEIR  program.  This  reduction 
in  traffic  is  reflected  in  improved  V/C  ratios  for  the  RFEIR 
program. 

The  V/C  results  summarized  in  Table  4.18-3  lead  to  several 
important  conclusions: 

With  mitigating  measures  and  on-airport  roadway 
improvements,  the  RFEIR  development  program  will  not 
result  in  critical  on-airport  intersections 
exceeding  capacity  in  1987. 

Unlike  the  traffic  levels  associated  with  the 
generic  FEIR  program,  the  RFEIR  program  (with 
mitigating  measures)  will  not  result  in  an 
exceedance  of  capacity  at  the  Hanover 
Street/Frontage  Road  intersection  in  1987. 
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Sumner  Tunnel  capacity  will  not  be  exceeded,  under 
either  development  program.  The  delays  currently 
encountered  in  the  tunnel  are  due  to  congestion  at 
the  CBD  exit,  as  a  result  of  Central  Artery 
congestion,  and  are  not  due  to  exceedance  of 
theoretical  tunnel  capacity. 

1987  forecast  traffic  levels  for  the  no-build  case 
as  well  as  for  the  FEIR  and  RFEIR  programs,  will 
result  in  an  exceedance  of  capacity  at  the  Central 
Artery  merge  point  of  the  northbound  ramp  from  the 
Sumner  Tunnel.   That  roadway  location  is  currently 
operating   at   capacity,   a   condition   that  will 
intensify  through  normal  traffic  growth  even  without 
BIF  development.   The  RFEIR  development  causes  only 
a  slight  increase  in  the  1987  V/C  ratio  over  the 
no-build   case   with   mitigation   and   roadway 
improvements . 
Obviously,  inadequate  capacity  on  the  Central  Artery  and  its 
connections  with  other  major  highways  is  the  principal  cause  of 
delays  and  queues  observed  in  the  evening  within  the  Sumner 
Tunnel,  at  the  tunnel  portal  in  East  Boston  and  on  the  airport's 
outbound  road.    The  Central  Artery  is  a  major  transportation 
facility  whose  congestion  reflects  regional  traffic  problems. 
The  projected  traffic   flows  associated  with  BIF  activity 
represent  a  relatively  minor  contribution  to  this  problem,  and  it 
would  simply  be  inaccurate  to  conclude  that  the  BIF  program 
proposed  here  is  either  the  cause  of  this  regional  problem  or  is 
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contributing  congestion  in  some  disproportionate  way  to 
congestion  caused  by  Central  Artery-dependent  development  which 
is  proposed  in  Boston's  regional  core. 

^.5   Visual  Impacts  -  Active  Versus  Passive  Buffer 

In  the  course  of  earlier  discussions  of  the  active  versus 
passive  options  for  the  buffer  zone  contained  in  the  DEIR  and 
FEIR,  and  during  the  comment  period  on  the  FEIR,  attention  was 
focused  on  the  noise  impacts,  and  financial  cost  impacts  of  the 
choices  between  these  options.  Another  key  environmental  impact 
affected  by  this  choice  is  the  visual  quality  of  an  active  versus 
passive  buffer.  Accordingly,  Massport  commissioned  a  visual 
analysis  of  the  two  alternatives  from  a  public  perspective,  the 
view  from  outside  the  airport.  Two  artist  renderings  were 
produced  . 

Figure  10  shows  what  the  buffer  zone  area  might  look  like  if 
it  were  occupied  by  commercial  structures  as  called  for  in  the 
active  buffer  concept.  In  contrast.  Figure  10  shows  a  40  foot 
high,  1000  foot  long  wall,  in  accordance  with  the  passive  buffer 
zone  concept. 

These  renderings  support  Massport' s  judgment  that  the  passive 
buffer  concept  has  a  far  greater  adverse  visual  effect  than  the 
active  buffer  concept.  It  also  underscores  one  of  the  factors 
underlying  the  historic  opposition  of  the  impacted  Jeffries  Point 
community  to  a  passive  wall,  as  discussed  elsewhere  in  this 
report . 
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h  .6  E  nv  ironmentally  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  Proposed 
Development  Plan 

Massport  finds  that  the  Proposed  Development  Plan,  including 
both  the  program  outlined  in  the  FEIR  and  the  refinement  of  that 
program  presented  in  this  RFEIR,  is  by  far  the  environmentally 
superior  alternative  among  the  various  options  considered  for  BIF 
development.  The  reasons  for  this  position  are  explained  in  part 
in  the  FEIR,  Chapter  4,  Section  4.17  and  are  addressed  further 
below. 

As  we  have  seen  in  this  report,  the  central  environmental 
issue  associated  with  the  proposed  development  of  Bird  Island 
Flats  is  the  impact  of  aviation  noise  on  the  East  Boston 
community.  Historically,  this  has  been  the  dominant 
environmental  impact  of  concern  to  Logan  Airport's  impacted 
communities.  Therefore,  a  major  policy  criterion  shaping 
Massport's  development  of  BIF  alternatives  for  purposes  of 
analyses  in  the  EIR,  and  constraining  its  choice  among 
alternatives  for  purposes  of  implementation,  is  whether  the 
alternative  will  serve  to  reduce  the  undisputed  adverse  impacts 
of  noise  generated  by  cargo  and  aircraft  activity  at  the  airport. 
Thus,  while  other  environmental  impacts  are  of  concern,  including 
traffic  and  related  noise  and  air  quality  impacts,  and  while 
these  have  been  extensively  analyzed  in  the  RFEIR/FEIR/DEIR ,  the 
fact  remains  that  the  critical  environmental  objective  must  be  to 
continue  to  take  all  feasible  measures  to  mitigate  environmental 
damage  occasioned  by  cargo  and  other  aircraft  activities. 
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On  this  basis,  Massport  has  given  extensive  consideration  to 
the  suggestion  that  Massport  abandon  construction  of  the  mixed 
use  aspect  of  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  and  implement  an  all 
cargo/aircraft  support  alternative  at  BIF.  A  major  consequence 
of  such  an  approach,  were  Massport  to  adopt  it,  would  be  to 
permit  the  utilization  of  Bird  Islana  Flats  for  substantially 
more  direct  aircraft  activity  than  is  presently  embodied  in  the 
Proposed  Development  Plan.  Such  increased  activity  would 
potentially  involve  the  use  of  the  transition  zone  --  set  aside 
in  the  FEIR  and  RFEIR  PDP  for  mixed  use  development  --  for  apron 
space  or  for  taxiway  or  for  other  noise-generating  aviation  uses 
which  would  seriously  degrade  the  environment  of  the  East  Boston 
community.  Moreover,  the  mitigation  of  such  environmentally 
adverse  effects  would  be  extremely  difficult.  For  example,  were 
the  southwestern  corner  of  BIF  (reserved  in  the  revised  PDP  for 
location  of  the  computer  information  and  marketing  center  and  for 
a  conference  center)  made  available  for  uses  generating  aviation 
noise,  it  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  shield  the  East  Boston 
community  from  these  noise  sources  to  extend  the  1000  foot 
"passive"  wall  still  another  1800  feet  to  the  edge  of  BIF.  This 
wall  would  have  to  be  constructed  at  a  height  of  at  least  40  feet 
and  likely  higher  in  order  to  achieve  mitigation  of  aviation 
noise  at  these  point  sources. 

It  is  not  unusual,  in  dealing  with  the  question  of  the 
"environmentally  preferred  alternative"  for  a  complex,  major, 
publicly  sponsored  development,  that  there  are  multiple 
environmental   impacts,   and   that   an   alternative   which   is 
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environmentally  preferable  on  one  impact  criterion  is 
disadvantageous  on  another.  It  is  thus  true  that  in  certain 
cases  tradeoffs  must  be  made  among  environmental  values  in  order 
to  arrive  at  the  project  choice  which  best  meets  the 
environmental  standards  embodied  in  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act.  These  tradeoffs  can  make  the 
determination  of  the  environmentally  superior  alternative 
extremely  difficult. 

Fortunately,  in  the  case  of  BIF ,  the  tradeoffs  are  not  as 
acute.  That  is,  the  mixed  use  aspect  of  the  development  proposed 
by  Massport  would,  in  the  absence  of  mitigating  measures, 
occasion  certain,  adverse  consequences  related  to  increased 
traffic.  However,  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  does  not  create 
unacceptable  traffic  impacts  in  light  of  the  mitigation  measures 
which  Massport  is  prepared  to  adopt  on  its  own  authority  and  of 
the  measures  which  Massport  is  prepared  to  assist  the 
Commonwealth  to  implement  under  the  state's  jurisdiction  over  the 
region's  transportation  system.  At  the  same  time,  the  PDP  does 
serve  to  reduce  substantially  the  aviation  noise  which  would 
otherwise  be  permitted  under  other  alternatives  to  the  PDP 
evaluated  in  the  RFEIR/FEIR/DEIR .  The  converse  is  not  true, 
however:  the  all-cargo  and  aircraft  development  option  suggested 
by  certain  FEIR/EIS  commentators  would  generate  visual  as  well  as 
noise  impacts  on  the  East  Boston  community  which  Massport  has 
determined  to  be  completely  unacceptable,  and  would  occasion 
greater  traffic  impacts  from  cargo-generated  truck  movements  than 
is  the  case  under  Massport' s  PDP. 
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Accordingly,  Massport  believes  that  the  Proposed  Development 
Plan  would  best  serve  the  overall  environmental  policies 
articulated  in  MEPA,  and  articulated  independently  in  Massport's 
own  policy  statements  and  positions  adopted  during  the  period 
from  1975  to  the  present.  This  issue  is  reviewed  further  in 
connection  with  mitigation  strategies,  (see  Chapter  5,  Section 
5.1.)  As  already  explained  in  Chapter  1  of  this  Report,  the 
Proposed  Development  Plan  clearly  is  superior  in  terms  of 
achieving  other,  non-environmental  policy  objectives  essential  to 
the  feasibility  and  success  of  the  BIF  development  program  for 
Logan  Airport. 
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CHAPTER  5  -  MEASURES  TO  MITIGATE  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


In  the  FEIR,  Massport  recognized  its  responsibility  to 
address  adverse  environmental  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Development 
Flan  by  examining  possible  mitigating  measures,  and  by  adopting 
such  measures  when  feasible  and  practicable.  In  this  Chapter  of 
the  RFEIR,  Massport  presents  certain  additional  analyses 
regarding  adverse  impacts  and  mitigating  measures.  The 
information  is  organized  as  follows: 

°   5.1  -  Mitigation  through  Mixed  Use  Development. 

°   5.2  -  Other  Mitigation  of  Adverse  Impacts  of  BIF 
Development . 

°   5.3  -  Additional  Mitigation  of  Adverse  Impacts 
Related  to  BIF  Traffic. 

In  keeping  with  the  framework  for  presentation  of  mitigation 
analysis  in  the  FEIR's  Chapter  5,  the  information  presented  in 
this  Chapter  of  RFEIR  covers  only  those  measures  which  Massport 
is  prepared  to  adopt  alone  or  in  conjunction  with  other  public 
agencies  (chiefly  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts)  which  have 
relevant  jurisdiction  and  legal  authority.  Additional  mitigating 
measures  were  considered  and  are  discussed  elsewhere  in  this 
report  but  are  not  included  below  because  their  implementation 
was  considered  to  be  infeasible  or  impracticable  at  this  time. 
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5.1   Mitigation  Through  Mixed-Use  Development 

There  are  several  aspects  of  the  choice  which  Massport  has 
made  to  implement  an  active  buffer  rather  than  a  passive  wall  and 
to  establish  the  mixed  use  development  on  the  western  edge  of  BIF 
rather  than  an  all-cargo  program  for  that  area.  Financial,  land 
use  and  av i at  ion- related  demand  issues  have  been  treated 
elsewhere  in  this  Report.  In  this  section,  we  focus  on  the 
environmental  dimensions  of  these  choices  (also  addressed  in 
Chapter  4,  Section  4.6). 

Noise  from  existing  operations  at  the  Eastern  and  U.S.  Air 
terminals  has  been  identified  as  the  dominant  airport-related 
ground  noise  in  Jeffries  Point  for  both  daytime  and  nighttime 
hours.  This  existing  source  is  not  caused  by  the  BIF  project; 
however,  it  is  a  long  standing  source  of  aviation  noise  at  Logan 
Airport  for  which  this  project  offers  significant  mitigating 
potential.  Massport's  analysis  of  this  impact  in  the  FEIR 
included  assurance  that  mitigation  would  be  provided  either  in 
the  form  of  a  passive  barrier  (a  wall)  or  an  active  barrier  (a 
series  of  buildings)  or  a  combination  of  the  two  whose  location 
and  physical  characteristics  would  be  sufficient  to  provide  at 
least  7  dB  worst-case  attenuation  for  this  noise  source  as 
described  in  Section  4.1  of  the  FEIR. 

During  the  course  of  our  discussions  with  the  City  of  Boston 
it  became  clear  that  the  City  held  a  strong  preference  for  the 
active  buffer  on  the  basis  that  potential  aircraft 
noise-producing  uses  must  not  be  permitted  to  locate  in  the 
critical  transition  zone  between  the  airport's  cargo  facilities 
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and  the  East  Boston  residential  community.  It  has  also  became 
apparent  that  the  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  holds  an 
opposite  preference  for  the  passive  barrier  in  the  apparent 
belief  that  the  passive  barrier  will  provide  noise  attenuation 
equal  to  an  active  barrier  without  the  attendant  environmental 
disbenefit  of  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  active  uses.  To 
clarify  Massport's  position  on  th^  active  vs.  passive  barrier 
issue  with  respect  to  the  relative  mitigation  provided  by  each, 
three  issues  are  reviewed  below. 

First,  the  attenuation  of  a  wall  is  not  equal  to  that  of  a 
building.  As  noted  in  Appendix  B  to  the  Final  EIR  (Page  B-86), 
the  computer  program  used  in  the  calculations  of  the  acoustical 
characteristics  of  the  respective  barriers  tends  to  underestimate 
the  effectiveness  of  the  buildings  in  reducing  noise  levels. 
These  calculations  indicate  that  an  active  buffer  consisting  of 
buildings  would  be  2  to  3  dB  more  effective  than  a  barrier 
consisting  only  of  a  wall.  Given  the  universally  recognized  need 
for  a  noise  barrier,  there  is  a  significant  noise  benefit  in 
having  a  building  rather  than  a  wall  (since  3  dB  is  usually 
considered  equivalent  to  doubling  the  number  of  annoying  events). 

Second,  it  has  been  suggested  by  Secretary  Bewick  that 
Massport  "mitigate"  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  mixed  use  element 
of  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  by  dropping  this  aspect  of  the 
program  altogether  and  by  erecting  instead  the  passive 
buffer/wall.  While  there  is  no  doubt  that  a  project  with  a 
substantially  smaller  office  component  would  have  substantially 
lower  traffic  impacts,  there  is  also  no  doubt  that  a  smaller  air 
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cargo  project  would  have  substantially  lower  aviation  noise  and 
air  quality  impacts.  This  raises  the  basic  point  of  the  mixed 
use  development  and  what  appears  to  be  a  basic  misunderstanding 
among  some  commentators  on  the  FEIR  as  to  the  purposes  served  by 
the  integrated  BIF  project.  An  all  cargo  development  is  simply 
unacceptable  to  Massport  in  terms  of  aviation  related  land  use 
objectives,  financial  requirements,  environmental  impacts,  and 
cargo  capacity  requirements,  as  is  an  all  mixed  use  development 
unacceptable  for  the  same  reasons.  Massport's  obligation  has 
been  to  investigate  options  which  --  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  Section  61  of  the  Massachusetts  Environmental 
Policy  Act  --  balance  not  only  competing  non-environmental 
objectives,  but  also  the  environmental  objectives  of  mitigating 
aviation  noise  and  minimizing  traffic  impacts  associated  with  BIF 
development.  See  Chapter  4,  Section  4.6,  Given  the  predominance 
of  the  noise  impacts  in  terms  of  adversity  and  concern  to  the 
community  most  impacted  by  operations  in  this  area  of  the 
airport,  it  would  be  erroneous  to  conclude  that  an  all  cargo 
option  is  mitigating  as  to  overall  environmental  impacts 
connected  with  Massport's  proposed  development. 

A  related  point  is  that  Massport's  revised  PDP  involves 
substantial  mitigation  with  respect  to  air  quality  related  to 
traffic.  As  pointed  out  in  the  Draft  EIR,  carbon  monoxide 
concentrations  on  BIF  are  sensitive  to  the  location  and  density 
of  office  buildings  on  the  site.  The  DEIR  reported  that  the  high 
intensity  cargo  with  mixed  use  alternative  would  have  CO  hot  spot 
resulting  from  the  siting  of  all  of  the  office  space  on  the 
southwest  corner  at  BIF. 
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In  the  FEIR  analysis  of  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  this 
hot  spot  was  eliminated  by  distributing  the  office  space  between 
the  southwest  corner  and  the  area  planned  for  the  acoustic 
buffer.  Thus,  the  active  buffer  provides  mitigation  of  an  air 
quality  impact  which  would  occur  if  the  entire  office  development 
were  confined  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the  site. 

Third,  one  must  evaluate  the  visual/aesthetic  impact  of  the 
proposed  noise  barrier  on  the  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood  and  the 
public  safety  of  the  public  access  strip  along  the  western  shore. 
See  Chapter  4,  Section  4.5.  If  Massport  were  to  build  a  wall  in 
this  location,  we  would  intend  it  to  be  a  visually  attractive 
structure  which  included  landscaping  and  other  features  designed 
to  improve  its  appearance.  Nevertheless,  the  possibilities 
available  to  enhance  the  appearance  of  a  40  foot  high  wall  in 
excess  of  1000  feet  long  are  substantially  more  limited  than  the 
options  which  are  presented  by  integrating  the  public  access 
strip  along  the  shore  into  the  design  of  a  series  of  connected 
buildings.  The  need  to  provide  personal  security  at  the  public 
access  way  is  likewise  more  amenable  to  appropriate  treatment  if 
it  is  not  isolated  by  a  40  ft.  high  wall  from  airport  activities 
normally  provided  by  security  protection. 

The  City  of  Boston  has  also  expressed  concern  that  air  cargo 
activity  would  commence  before  commercial  development  in  the 
buffer  and  mixed  use  area  was  assured,  with  resulting  negative 
impacts  on  nearby  residential  areas.  The  City  desired  to  see 
Massport  give  the  mixed  use  project  element  high  priority. 
Massport  believes  that  an  essential  and  required  element  of  the 
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BIF  environmental  review  is  to  avoid  recurrance  of  the  sort  of 
extreme  conflict  which  has  existed  in  the  past  because  of  basic 
land  use  incompatibilities,  and  to  utilize  the  opportunity 
presented  by  this  development  to  restructure  the 
airport/community  interface  with  activities  which  support  and 
enhance  the  value  of  Logan  to  its  users.  Massport  thus  is 
committed  to  proceed  with  the  commercial  development  portion  of 
this  project.  Further,  it  is  essential  to  assure  the  City,  its 
residents,  and  the  potential  airport  beneficiaries  of  the  mixed 
use  area  that  it  will  proceed  on  an  expedited  timetable  and  that 
the  transition  zone  mixed  use  development  will  not  be  displaced 
by  incompatible  aircraft  related  land  uses  beyond  the  reasonably 
foreseeable  requirements  of  the  airport  simply  because  those 
aircraft  related  uses  are  capable  of  being  developed  in  a  shorter 
time  period. 

jjitigating  Measure:  Massport  will  include  in  the  BIF 
project  either  a  continuous  row  of  buildings  or  a  structure 
consisting  predominantly  of  buildings  and  interconnecting  walls 
whose  location  and  physical  characteristics  are  sufficient  to 
provide  7  dB  attenuation  for  the  relevant  noise  sources  and  under 
the  worst-case  conditions  as  described  in  Section  4.1  of  the 
FEIR.  Massport  finds  that  an  active  buffer  (buildings)  is 
feasible  and  practicable  from  operational,  financial  and 
engineering  viewpoints.  Massport  will  permit  cargo  operations  on 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  site  which  is  designated  for  cargo  use 
in  the  RFEIR,  but  will  not  permit  operations  to  commence  on  the 
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western  portion  of  the  cargo  development  area,  unless  and  until  a 
developer  has  been  designated  and  a  binding  contractual 
commitment  for  a  mixed  use  and  buffer  zone  development  has  been 
obtained  consistent  with  the  Proposed  Development  Program 
outlined  in  the  FEIR  and  its  refinement  described  in  the  RFEIR. 

Further,  in  order  to  assure  the  functional  integrity  of  the 
transition  zone  created  by  the  active  buffer  and  mixed  use  areas, 
Massport  will  guarantee  public  use  of  a  landscaped  access  strip 
along  Massport  properties  fronting  on  Jeffries  Point  cove  from 
the  southwesterly  corner  of  Bird  Island  Flats  to  Maverick  Street 
and  will  make  every  effort  to  continue  this  public  access  strip 
completely  around  the  cove  beyond  Joe  Porzio  Park  and  the 
Jeffries  Point  Yacht  Club  to  the  Massport  owned  "Navy  Fuel  Pier". 

5.2.      Mitigation  of  Other  Impacts  of  BIF  Development 

In  this  section  of  Chapter  5,  Massport  reviews  again  certain 
measures  (other  than  traffic  mitigation  measures,  which  are 
required  in  Section  5.3  below)  to  mitigate  harm  potentially 
associated  with  BIF  development  which  were  considered  in  the  FEIR 
and  concerning  which  questions  or  comments  were  offered  during 
the  review  of  the  FEIR  following  its  publication  last  December. 
Certain  additional  measures  are  also  included.  As  will  be  noted 
below,  some  measures  described  here  were  also  included  in  the 
FEIR.  Measures  not  discussed  below  but  which  were  included  in 
the  FEIR  remain  unchanged. 
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5.2.1.  Ground  Noise  From  Cargo  Aircraft  (Nighttime) — Additional 
llili£il^ill£-i:l^il^iill_^12iiilll^_^l_y._iS_^_De£ar  tmej2t^_of 
Transportation . 

In  a  letter  dated  December  17,   1980,  the  U.S.  Assistant 

Secretary  of  Transportation,  for  Policy  and  International  Affairs 

stated:    "My  concurrence  in  this  document  is  conditioned  on 

implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  set  forth  in  the  draft 

record  of  decision  and  the  EIS,  including  towing  of  aircraft 

under  circumstances  specified  on  page  5-2  of  the  EIS.   If  towing 

under  such  circumstances  is  not  implemented,  development  in  the 

area  where  towing  was  prescribed  will  not  go  forward  unless  a  new 

proposal  and  accompanying  EIS  for  this  area  are  approved." 

Mitigating  Measure:    Given  that  the  U.S.  Secretary  of 

Transportation   conditioned  Federal   approval  of  the  Final 

I 
Environmental   Impact   Statement  upon  the  adoption  of  this 

mitigating  measure,  Massport  restates  its  intention  to  abide  by 

its  conditions . 

5.2.2.   Additional  Mitigation  Measure  re:  Cargo  Aircraft  and 
Operations  Nearest  Jeffries  Point. 

During  the  course  of  the  discussions  conducted  during  the 

comment   period   with   the   City   of   Boston  and  with  community 

residents,   it  became  clear  that  the  issue  of  cargo  aircraft 

operations  occurring  on  the  portion  of  the  east-west  cargo  apron 

nearest  Jeffries  Point  was  an  issue  of  serious  concern.    As  a 

result  of  these  discussions  Massport  agreed,  in  an  exchange  of 

letters  with  Mayor  White  of  the  City  of  Boston,  on  February  12, 

1981  (Appendix  A-4)  to  reorient  the  westerly  440  feet  of  the  main 

cargo   building   from   the  east-west   orientation   shown   in   the 
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Proposed  Development  Plan  in  the  FEIR  to  a  north-south 
orientation  as  shown  on  Figure  3-  This  reorientation  would 
eliminate  cargo  aircraft  operations  at  two  apron  positions 
nearest  the  community  and  the  40'  high  north-south  building  would 
offer  the  potential  of  further  shielding  the  community  from 
aircraft  noise  emanating  from  cargo  apron  activity  further  to  the 
east.  In  order  to  document  these  benefits  Massport  analyzed  the 
effect  of  this  building  reorientation.  The  principle  conclusions 
can  be  summarized  as  follows: 

1.  The  reoriented  building  layout  does  not  alter  the  peak 
noise  level  or  number  of  events  which  occur  during  the 
taxi  portion  of  aircraft  operations  on  the  east-west 
taxiway  (which  will  remain  unshielded  by  the  north-south 
building)  . 

2.  The  reoriented  building  layout  reduces  the  hourly 
equivalent  sound  level  by  approximately  1  1/2  dB. 

3.  The  reoriented  building  layout  reduces  the  percentage  of 
time  when  noise  levels  are  above  65  dB(A)  by 
approximately  25%. 

Mitigating  Measure:  In  order  to  assure  these  benefits 
Massport  will  commit  itself  to  this  reorientation  as  a  further 
mitigating  measure,  and  will  not  utilize  the  westerly  440  feet  of 
the  apron  area  shown  in  the  revised  PDP  (2-747  apron  positions) 
for  aircraft  operations,  unless  the  City  and  the  Authority  are 
able  to  agree  on  an  operationally  feasible  alternative  which  is  a 
superior  means  of  mitigating  environmental  harm. 
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5.2. 3.   Mitigation  Related  to  Freight  Forwarder  Activities 

The  City  and  its  residents  have  expressed  two  concerns 
regarding  the  designation  in  our  Proposed  Development  Plan  of 
certain  areas  as  freight  forwarder  facilities: 

1.  That  such  intense  truck  generating  activity  should  be 
located  away  from  the  airport  to  minimize  the  number  of 
truck  movements  to  and  from  the  airport  to  the  absolute 
minimum  of  fully  loaded  two-way  truck  movements. 

2.  That  the  question  of  re-use  of  neighborhood  locations 
vacated  by  forwarders  who  relocate  to  BIF  should  be 
addressed   in   order   to   avoid   re-use   by   similar, 

-  incompatable  activities. 

Massport's  inclusion  of  freight  forwarding  areas  in  its 
Proposed  Development  Plan  was  in  furtherance  of  our  1976  Master 
Plan  Policy  of  encouraging  freight  forwarders  to  relocate  out  of 
the  community.  See  Chapter  3,  Section  3.2.  This  policy  was 
strongly  supported  by  both  the  City  and  East  Boston  residents  at 
that  time.  Since  that  time  three  distinct  patterns  of  forwarder 
activity  have  developed  which  affect  the  implementation  of  that 
policy . 

First,  there  are  forwarders  who  have  traditionally  sought 
relatively  low  cost  space,  often  in  residential  neighborhoods, 
and  who  contribute  to  traffic  problems  on  local  streets  having 
access  to  the  airport.  This  trucking  activity  also  contributes 
to  on-airport  traffic  congestion  by  increasing  the  number  of 
turning  and  through  movements  at  the  main  roadway  intersection. 


-128- 


Second,  more  highly  capitalized  forwarders  tend  to  locate  in 
modern  facilities  on  larger  parcels  in  industrial  areas.  This 
pattern  is  visible  along  Route  C-1  north  of  the  Airport,  and  in 
sections  of  Chelsea  and  Revere  having  good  highway  access  to  the 
airport.  These  forwarders  perform  their  collection  and 
distribution  functions  in  sites  which  are  remote  from  both  the 
airport  and  from  residential  neighborhoods  and  contribute 
minimally  to  traffic  on  either  the  airport  roadways  or  the  local 
street  system. 

The  third  category  of  forwarders  consists  of  firms  which  have 
recently  commenced  shipment  of  freight  in  owned  or  leased 
aircraft.  This  category  of  forwarders  have  an  obvious  functional 
need  to  locate  on  the  airport  adjacent  to  aircraft  aprons. 

Massport  agrees  with  concerns  that  not  all  cargo  forwarding 
activities  have  a  functional  need  to  be  located  on  the  airport. 
Indeed  those  activities  are  a  prime  example  of  aviation  related 
uses  which  may  have  a  lower  priority  for  airport  space  than 
related  uses  such  as  hotels  or  airport  office  areas  which  have 
higher  functional  relationships  to  airport  activities. 

Therefore,  while  Massport  believes  that  it  is  important  to 
designate  some  portions  of  BIF  for  use  by  certain  forwarders 
which  can  appropriately  locate  on-airport,  it  is  important  to 
gain  a  fuller  understanding  of  the  impact  of  these  activities  on 
local  land  uses  and  traffic  flows,  and  to  rationalize  the  future 
development  of  forwarding  activity  in  a  manner  which  utilizes 
space  on  BIF  and  in  appropriate  off-airport  locations  to  the 
benefit  of  all  concerned. 
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Mitigating  Measure:  Massport  will  sponsor  a  study  of 
existing  land  use  and  airport-related  traffic  patterns  in  East 
Boston  for  the  purpose  of  developing  basic  information  related  to 
the  forwarder  problem  just  outlined.  This  study  will  be 
conducted  in  cooperation  with  the  Cities  of  Boston,  Chelsea  and 
Revere,  and  local  residents.  At  the  conclusion  of  this  study 
Massport  will  sponsor  a  series  of  discussions  with  affected 
municipalities,  residents,  and  members  of  the  forwarding  industry 
and  will  provide  further  support  to  assist  the  various  parties  in 
planning  the  rational  development  of  off-airport  forwarding 
activity . 

Additionally,  as  understandings  regarding  additional 
strategies  which  would  achieve  relocation  in  a  positive  manner 
are  achieved,  some  of  which  would  involve  Massport  action,  the 
Authority  is  prepared  to  adopt  such  measures  as  additional  steps 
to  mitigate  harm  otherwise  potentially  associated  with  BIF 
development. 

5.2.4.   Mitigation  of  Construction  Truck  Noise  (FEIR) 

Additional  questions  were  raised  during  the  review  and 

comment  period  on  the  FEIR  regarding  construction  truck  noise, 

and  Massport's  commitment  to  institute  strategies  to  reduce  such 

adverse  impacts  . 

Additional  Mitigating  Measure:   In  lieu  of  measures  2 

and  3  at  p.  5-4  of  the  FEIR: 

1.   Massport  will  install  a  17'  high  temporary  noise  barrier 
along  the  existing  airport  service  road  adjacent  to 
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Maverick  Street  prior  to  using  this  roadway  for 
construction  vehicle  access  to  the  BIF  site. 
2.  Massport  will  establish  a  temporary  truck  route  which 
approximates  the  location  of  the  proposed  permanently 
relocated  BIF  service  road,  entering  through  the 
existing  south  gate  and  travelling  over  an  on-airport 
truck  lane  north  of  the  general  aviation  area  and 
Eastern  Airlines  reservation  center.  This  route  will  be 
utilized  during  initial  periods  of  construction  activity 
until  the  temporary  noise  barrier  along  Maverick  Street 
is  installed. 

5.2.5.   Dust  During  Construction  (FEIR) 

The  letter  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy  and 

International  Affairs   (mentioned   in   section  5.2.1.)   also 

conditioned  U.S.  DOT'S  concurrence  upon  Massport's  adoption  of 

the  mitigating  measure  stated  in  Chapter  5  of  the  FEIR  (pp  5-4  to 

5-5)  and  stated: 

"In  addition,  the  potential  problems  associated  with 
dust  and  particulates  appear  significant  enough  to 
warrant  continuous,  on-site  monitoring  during  project 
construction,  the  purpose  being  to  avoid  violations  of 
total  suspended  particulates  standards  in  Jeffries 
Point. 

[DOTs]  concurrence  in  the  Final  EIS  is  therefore  con- 
ditioned also  on  steps  being  taken  to  assure  that  such 
monitoring  will  occur".   (emphasis  added) 

Further  concern  was  expressed  by  MEPA  staff  in  discussions  with 

Massport  during  the  extended  comment  period  on  the  FEIR.   These 

concerns  are  that  Massport  clearly  designate  responsibility  for 

initiation  of  dust  control  measures  and  specify  dust  control  and 

monitoring  requirements  in  construction  contracts. 
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Mitigating  Measure:   Massport  will: 

1.  Assume  responsibility  for  on-site  implementation  of 
mitigating  measures  through  its  Engineering  Department 
contract  supervisor. 

2.  Incorporate  dust  control  requirements  of  the  FEIR  and 
RFEIR  into  all  construction  contracts. 

3.  Re-assert  its  intention  to  conduct  continuous  on-site 
monitoring  of  particulates  during  construciton ,  in  order 
to  avoid  violations  of  Total  Suspended  Particulate 
standards  in  Jeffries  Point. 

• 

5.2.6.   Hydrocarbon  Emissions  (FEIR) 

Air  quality  analysis  conducted  for  the  FEIR  attempted  to 
quantify  airport  contributions  to  odor  problems  in  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods  by  relating  probable  changes  in  odor 
intensity,  character,  and  frequency  of  occurence  to  total 
hydrocarbon  emissions  and  concentrations.  While  correlations 
between  THC  and  odor  are  extremely  difficult  to  establish  because 
of  the  relationship  of  odor  to  partially  burned  rather  than  to 
raw  emissions,  the  HC  inventory  identified  as  part  of  this 
analysis  indicates  that  a  substantial  portion  of  all  airport 
hydrocarbons  result  from  evaporation  at  fuel  storage  facilities. 
While  the  hydrocarbon  emissions  from  existing  fuel  storage  are 
only  marginally  related  to  the  Bird  Island  Flats  project  and  are 
unlikely  to  be  substantial  contributors  to  the  airport  odor 
problem,  it  is  neverthless  true  that  these  fuel  vapors  contribute 
to  area-wide  hydrocarbon  concentrations  and  to  photochemical  smog 
production . 
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Mitigating  Measure:  Massport  will  require  vapor 
recovery  emissions  controls  for  all  new  fuel  storage  and  handling 
facilities  on  BIF  or  elsewhere  on  the  Airport.  Massport  further 
agrees  to  study  the  feasibility  of  installing  vapor  controls  at 
all  existing  airport  fuel  storage  and  handling  facilities  and 
upon  completion  of  the  study  to  promulgate  a  regulation  requiring 
vapor  controls  which  the  study  determines  to  be  feasible. 

5.2.7.  Mitigation  of  HC  Contamination  Borne  by  Water  Runoff  (FEIR) 
The  FEIR  stated  that  all  surface  runoff  from  areas  having  a 

high  potential  for  fuel  or  other  hydrocarbon  spills  would  be 
treated;  either  through  the  existing  oil/water  separator  at  the 
west  outfall  or  at  a  new  separator  to  be  constructed  as  part  of 
the  project. 

Several  commentators  (notably,  the  Boston  Conservation 
Commission)  have  indicated  the  desirability  of  processing  all 
surface  runoff  through  oil/water  separators  to  assure  that 
hydrocarbon  spillage  from  roadway,  truck  dock,  and  other  areas 
are  not  discharged  directly  into  the  harbor. 

Mitigating  Measure:  Massport  will  route  runoff  from  all 
paved  surfaces  on  BIF  to  the  existing  oil-water  separator  located 
in  the  west  outfall. 

5.2.8.  NOx  Emissions 

MEPA  and  other  commentors  have  noted  that  concentrations  of 
oxides  of  nitrogen  are  projected  to  continue  increasing 
throughout  the  period  during  which  the  Bird  Island  Flats  project 
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is  implemented.  This  projected  increase  is  principally  caused  by 
changes  in  the  aircraft  fleet  assumed  to  be  operating  at  Logan  in 
the  future,  which  are  expected  to  continue  the  existing  trend 
toward  wide  body  aircraft  having  new  technology  engines  and 
higher  NO^  emission  levels.  Other  attributes  of  this  projected 
aircraft  fleet  are  highly  desirable  (e.g.:  substantial 
reductions  in  carbon  monoxide  and  hydrocarbon  emissions,  lower 
noise  levels,  and  higher  passenger  seating  capacities).  The 
projected  increase  in  NO^,  however,  has  the  potential  to  cause 
concentrations  of  NOp  to  exceed  levels  which  are  being  considered 
for  adoption  as  primary  air  quality  standards. 

Under  current  regulatory  conditions  Massport  is  preempted  by 
federal  auathorities  from  the  direct  regulation  of  aircraft 
'  flight  frequencies  —  a  regulation  strategy  suggested  by  MEPA 
staff  as  a  possible  mitigating  strategy  for  NO  .  However, 
Massport  is  permitted  to  undertake  a  monitoring  and  emissions 
accounting  program  which  would  be  a  prerequisite  for  any  future 
control  strategy  which  might  evolve. 

Mitigating  Measure:  Massport  will  undertake  an  ongoing 
NO^  monitoring  program  to  determine  long  term  trends  in  NOp 
levels  and  to  measure  those  levels  against  NOp  standards  which 
may  be  adopted  by  relevant  regulatory  authorities  in  the  future. 
The  program  will  include  meterological  data  analysis  to  assist  in 
the  interpretation  of  source  contribution  to  ambient  NOp 
concentrations . 

The  number  of  monitoring  sites  (no  more  than  four),  locations 
of  monitors,  data  acquisition  system,  recording  procedures  and 
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quality  assurance  program  shall  be  determined  in  consultation 
with  DEQE  and  the  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
(EOEA).  In  addition,  monitoring  will  be  undertaken  to  resolve 
the  question  of  NO  /NOp  conversion  rates. 

If  at  any  future  time,  monitoring  indicates  that  the  existing 
standards  for  NOp  are  exceeded,  Massport  will  require  each 
scheduled  carrier  serving  Logan  Airport  to  submit  annual  schedule 
change  data,  will  perform  an  environmental  audit  containing  an 
NO  emissions  inventory  on  each  schedule  submission,  and  will 
make  all  such  inventories  available  to  EOEA, 

5.2.9.   Mitj.^at  j.  on_of_A  i_r£ort_N  o_i  se_vj.  a_FAR_36_C  omp^il 
Schedule . 

Community  members  and  MEPA  staff  have  expressed  concern  about 

the  effectiveness  of  federal  regulations  governing  the  compliance 

schedule  for  retrofit  or  replacement  of  older,  noisier  aircraft 

in  the  context  of  nighttime  cargo  flight  operations  as  well  as 

pasenger  aircraft  activity.   Federal  regulations  (CFR,  T4 ,  Part 

91,  subpart  E)  amended  in  January,  1980,  require  all  subsonic, 

large  transport  category  aircraft  to  meet  the  noise  standards  of 

CFR  Fart  36  according  to  a  schedule  based  on  the  size  of  the 

aircraft.   Masspsort  shares  the  concern  that  further  slippage  in 

the  implementation  schedule  under  the  Federal  regulation  may 

occur,  rendering  the  EIR  assumptions  about  noise  emission  levels 

in  future  years  invalid.. 

Mitigating  Measure:   As   an   added   assurance   to   the 

community  and  MEPA,  Massport  will  commit  to  setting  its  own 

compliance  ratios  for  individual  airlines  under  Article  II  of  the 
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Rules  and  Regulations  for  Logan  Airport  to  conform  with  the 
schedule  currently  outlined  in  14  CFR,  Part  91,  subpart  E. 
Further,  Massport  will  continue  to  maintain  its  current 
requirement  as  defined  under  Article  III  of  those  Rules  and 
Regulations  to  the  effect  that  aircraft  operating  in  the  late 
night  hours  maintain  100%  compliance  with  Part  36. 

5.2.10.   Mitigation  through  BIF/PDP' Design  Review 

The  site  plan  shown  for  illustrative  purposes  in  this  Report 
is  a  reflection  of  specific  market  information  regarding  demands 
for  cargo  and  mixed  use  space  on  BIF.  Obviously,  specific 
elements  of  the  mixed  use  and  cargo  elements  will  require  further 
detailed  site  planning  and  design  review. 

Mitigating  Measure:  Towards  this  end,  Massport  will 
establish  a  Design  Review  and  Advisory  Committee  to  assist  the 
Authority  in  further  site  planning  and  individual  building  design 
decisions.   This  group  will: 

1)  Review  and  comment  on  design  guidelines  for  air 
cargo  and  mixed  use  facilities. 

2)  Review  and  comment  on  detailed  site  plans  and 
proposed  building  designs  for  BIF  cargo  development. 

3)  Review  and  comment  on  design  features  at  the  walk  to 
the  sea. 

4)  Review   and   comment   on   ferry   boat   dock   and 
facilities  when  proposed. 
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Its  membership  will  be: 

1)  Representatives  of   the   affected   East   Boston 
community . 

2)  Representative  of  air  cargo  industry. 

3)  Representative  of  City  of  Boston. 

4)  Representative  of  Boston  Architecture  Society. 

5)  Representative  of  Boston  Harbor  Associates. 

6)  Representative  of  labor. 

Massport  may  also  appoint  additional  representatiives  of 
groups  having  a  substantial  interest  in  the  detailed  planning  and 
design  phase  of  implementation  for  this  project.  Massport  staff 
assistance  to  the  Commiittee  will  be  provided. 

It  will  make  recommendations  in  formal  reports  (with  staff 
assistance)  to  the  Executive  Director  of  Massport. 

5.3   Mitigation  of  Adverse  Impacts  Related  to  BIF  Traffic 

Secretary  Bewick  has  emphasized  in  his  comments  on  the  FEIR 
that  traffic  impacts  of  the  development  of  Bird  Island  Flats  for 
mixed  use  purposes  require  further  mitigation  in  order  to  achieve 
levels  of  traffic  which  he  considers  acceptable.  Massport  has 
carefully  considered  both  the  scale  and  character  of  potential 
mixed  use  development  and  in  doing  so,  has  identified  certain 
additional  mitigation  strategies  which  may  be  utilized  to  reduce 
potential  traffic  problems.  These  additional  commitments  are 
described  in  this  section  of  the  RFEIR,  and  supplement  the 
measures  already  identified  in  the  FEIR. 
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During  the  course  of  this  review  both  before  and  after 
publication  of  the  Final  EIR,  Massport  also  examined  certain 
potential  traffic  impacts  in  the  East  Boston  community  associated 
with  mixed  use  and  cargo  development  on  Bird  Island  Flats.  One 
aspect  of  this  involved  the  evaluation  of  certain  roadway 
improvements  on  airport  as  well  as  certain  traffic  management 
strategies  at  the  airport/community  interface  which  would  serve 
to  minimize  substantially  (and  beyond  levels  of  mitigation 
identified  in  the  FEIR)  otherwise  negative  traffic  problems  in 
the  community  due  to  either  the  proposed  development,  or  growth 
in  existing  airport  traffic. 

The  discussion  in  this  portion  of  the  RFEIR  covers  mitigation 
measures  which  Massport  is  proposing  to  implement  under  its 
existing  legislative  authorization  or  in  conjunction  with  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  and/or  the  City  of  Boston  where  the 
latter  jurisdictions  have  the  requisite  authority,  expertise  and 
legal  basis  to  implement  the  selected  mitigation  policy.  Certain 
additional  mitigation  measures  related  to  traffic  were  considered 
and  are  discussed  in  the  Appendiix  B-1,  but  are  not  included  here 
because  a  judgment  was  made  that  implementation  was  not  feasible 
or  practicable  at  this  time. 

Traffic  mitigation  measures  are  discussed  as  follows: 

5.3.1.  Qn-Airport  Traffic  Mitigation 

5.3.2.  Off-Airport  Traffic  Mitigation 

5.3.3.  Mitigation  Related  to  Local  Streets 
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5.3.1.   On-Aiirport  Traffic  Mitigation  Measures 

As  identified  in  Chapter  4,  traffic  levels  on  airport 
roadways  have  the  potential  to  reach  highly  congested  conditions 
either  with  or  without  the  additional  flows  associated  with  a  BIF 
project.  However  Massport  has  identified  measures  which  will  be 
applied  to  the  airport  as  a  whole  and  to  various  elements  of  BIF 
which  will  resolve  this  potential  for  congestion. 

Mitigating  Measure:   Low  Capital  Roadway  Improvements 

Massport  will  undertake  the  following  program  of  low-capital 
on-airport  roadway  improvements  to  increase  the  on-airport 
roadway  capacity: 

°  A  U-turn  connecting  the  inbound  and  outbound  roadways  on 
the  terminal  side  of  the  crossover  roadway.  This  turn  would 
accommodate  recirculating  traffic  travelling  on  the  outbound  road 
with  a  destination  in  the  terminal  area.  It  is  the  major 
potential  source  of  added  capacity  at  the  outbound  roadway/ 
crossroad  intersection. 

°  A  "jug-handle"  on  the  terminal  side  of  the  inbound 
roadway/crossroad  intersection  for  left  turns  from  the  inbound 
roadway  to  the  northbound  section  of  the  crossroad.  This 
improvement  will  eliminate  left  turns  from  the  inbound  roadway  at 
the  intersection.  It  will  include  a  dedicated  deceleration  lane 
from  the  inbound  roadway. 

°  Elimination  of  all  left  turns  from  the  outbound  roadway 
to  the  crossroad.  Traffic  destined  to  the  terminal  area  will 
utilize  the  U-turn.   Traffic  on  the  outbound  road  destined  for 
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the  southwest  area  of  the  airport  will  be  required  to  utilize  the 
MBTA  ramp  and  turn  right  at   the  inbound/crossroad  intersection. 

A  U-turn  connecting  the  inbound  roadway  to  the  outbound, 
in  the  area  of  the  entrance  and  exit  roads  to  the  Central  Parking 
Garage  toll  plaza,  with  acceleration  and  deceleration  lanes  as 
required . 

Certain  of  these  roadway  strategies  were  being  considered  by 
Massport  as  possible  solutions  to  long-term  congestion  resulting 
from  anticipated  airport  traffic  growth  prior  to  initiation  of 
the  BIF  planning  process,  but  it  is  now  apparent  that  these 
measures  will  be  required  on  an  accelerated  time  frame  in  order 
to  mitigate  otherwise  adverse  impacts  of  the  BIF  development.  It 
should  also  be  noted  that  these  near-term,  low  capital 
improvements  are  not  a  substitute  for  the  longer-term  major 
capital  roadway  improvements  --  such  as  a  grade  separated 
north-south  connector  road,  or  re-structuring  of  portions  of  the 
existing  dual  level  roadway  --  which  are  being  considered  under 
the  Logan  Airport  Land  Use  Plan.  These  will  be  the  subject  of 
separate  traffic  studies  and  environmental  review. 

Finally,  it  is  Massport's  view  that  other  near-term,  low 
capital  roadway  strategies  may  exist  which  offers  even  greater 
benefits  than  those  described  above.  Massport  will  therefore 
continue  to  review  the  airport  roadway  system  in  a  search  for 
further  improvement.  In  the  event  that  more  favorable  options 
are  discovered  to  be  feasible  they  will  be  adopted  as  further 
mitigating  measures. 
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Mitigating  Measure:  "Logan  Commuter  Plan"  In  order  to 
provide  a  focus  for  actions  designed  to  increase  vehicle 
occupancy  rates  and  transit  participation  for  all  airport 
employees,  including  those  on  BIF,  Massport  will  commence  a 
comprehensive  r ideshar i ng/t rans i t  program  called  "The  Logan 
Commuter  Plan".  This  program  will  consist  of:  ride  matching, 
marketing,  and  problem  resolution  services  provided  for  the 
carpooli ng/v anpooli ng  program  by  two  Massport  administrators 
during  the  start-up  period,  followed  by  permanent  assignment  of  a 
transportation  professional  devoted  to  the  program;  a  six  month 
operating  subsidy  of  start-up  expenses  for  the  vanpooling 
program;  provision  of  preferential  parking  rates  and  locations 
for  car  and  vanpool  participants;  and  a  program  of  negotiations 
with  employees  to  secure  their  adoption  of  employee  payroll 
deductions  for  the  MBTA  pass  program. 

Mitigation  Measure:  MBTA  Pass  Subsidy  In  addition  to 
the  general  program  to  increase  airport-wide  transit  ridership 
through  employer  payroll  deductions  for  the  MBTA  pass  program, 
Massport  will  require  as  a  condition  of  all  lease  agreements, 
that  all  BIF  employers  participate  in  a  50%  subsidy  of  MBTA 
passes  for  their  employees. 

Mitigating  Measure: Hi^her_Em£].oj^ee_P  ar  k  i^n£_F  ee^ 

Massport  has  recently  voted  to  double  the  airport  employee  fees 
effective  July  1,  1981  (from  $15  to  $30  per  quarter).  As  a 
further  mitigating  measure  to  provide  incentives  for  reduced 
automobile  usage,  Massport  will  adopt  a  further  increase  in 
employee  parking  fees  in  July  1982. 
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Mitigating  Measure:  Limited  BIF  Parking  Auto  use  will 
be  further  discouraged  by  limiting  available  employee  parking  on 
BIF.  The  revised  PDF  includes  1,100  spaces  split  between  the 
northern  and  southern  areas  of  the  BIF  mixed  use  zone.  As 
discussed  in  Chapter  4,  traditional  parking  standards  for  the 
revised  PDF  would  suggest  providing  substantially  larger  number 
of  spaces.  Excess  demand  among  employees  not  choosing  to 
participate  in  the  ridesharing  and  other  programs  described  above 
will  be  accommodated  instead  in  a  remote  parking  location. 
Significantly  higher  fees  will  also  be  charged  for  the  use  of 
employee  parking  spaces  on  BIF,  except  for  carpools  and  vanpools. 
The  net  effect  will  be  discouragement  of  single  rider  automobile 
use,  through  high  parking  rates  and  less  convenient  parking 
locations . 

Mitigating  Measure:  Wood  Island  Parking  Lot:  Massport 
is  the  process  of  negotiating  a  lease  the  Wood  Island  parking  lot 
from  the  MBTA .  If  secured,  this  lot  will  be  rehabilitated, 
provided  with  improved  security  and  access  and  will  be  utilized 
as  a  remote  employee  parking  lot. 

M  i  t  i  ga  t  i  ng_Mea_su  re  j_Su2£0  r  t_of  _I  ncreased  B  u  s  _  &_L  i  m  o 
Service:  Massport  will  support  increased  bus  and  limo  services 
to  Logan  by  providing  staff  support  to  potential  operators  in  the 
areas  of  market  research  and  preparation  for  regulatory 
proceedings.  In  the  particular  instance  of  service  from  the 
Lexington,  Concord,  Bedford  areas,  Massport  will  make  up  to  100 
commuter  parking  spaces  available  for  bus/limo  users  at 
Massport's  Hanscom  Field  facility.    In  the  specific  case  of 
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service  between  Logan  and  North  Shore  communities,  Massport  will 
make  staff  support  available  to  potential  operators  to  assist 
them  in  resolving  MBTA  jurisdictional  impediments. 

Mitigating  Measure  -  Employee  Shuttle  Bus  Fares  Despite 
upward  price  pressures  in  the  operation  of  Massport's  shuttle 
bus,  Massport  will  commit  to  retaining  the  current  25  cents  fare 
structure  for  all  airport  employees  using  this  service  through 
the  end  of  calendar  year  1982  as  an  incentive  to  employee  transit 
ridership,  and  in  order  to  continue  to  monitor  the  potential 
utility  of  such  services  as  part  of  Logan's  overall  program  to 
reduce  single-occupancy  auto  travel  by  Logan  employees. 

Mitigating  Measure  -  Transit  Access  to  BIF  Massport 
will  provide  transit  access  between  convenient  locations  and  the 
MBTA  station,  the  passenger  terminals,  and  remote  employee 
parking  areas. 

Mitigating  Measure  -  Ferry  Access  to  BIF:  In  January, 
1981,  Massport  completed  an  initial  Feasibility  Study  of  a  Cross 
Harbor  Ferry  Service.  The  study  concluded  that  a  market  existed 
for  such  a  service,  particularly  if  development  occurred  at  Bird 
Island  Flats.  Utilizing  the  most  conservative  estimates  of 
ridership  from  the  study,  Massport  believes  that  a  ferry  could 
generate  ridership  of  at  least  1.8%  of  Bird  Island  Flats 
employment.  In  recognition  of  this,  Massport  is  conducting 
investigations  of  potential  ferry  sites  necessary  as  precursors 
to  separate  environmental  review  of  ferry  service  to  BIF  and  will 
initiate  further  planning  and  engineering  studies  in  1981  leading 
to  the  implementation  of  this  ferry  service. 
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Mitigating  Measure  -  Flexitime  The  traditional 
flexitime  programs  may  actually  exacerbate  existing  airport  and 
tunnel  peak  traffic  conditions.  A  more  precisely  targeted 
program  of  staggered  employer  quitting  times  designed  to  avoid 
concentrated  traffic  surges  from  BIF  may  be  a  preferable  traffic 
management  policy.  Massport  and  reviewers  of  this  RFEIR  will  be 
in  a  better  position  to  identify  which  approach  is  more  effective 
as  specific  details  of  the  employee  shift  patterns  become  known. 
Massport  will  commit  to  requiring  the  adoption  of  either  a 
traditional  flexitime  program  or  some  other  appropriate  program 
of  controlled  quitting  times  for  all  BIF  employees. 

Mitigating  Measure  -  Traffic  Monitoring  Program:  While 
the  traffic  analysis  in  Chapter  4  has  indicated  that  mitigating 
measures  and  Logan  roadway  improvements  can  do  much  to  reduce 
the  volume  to  capacity  ratio  for  on-and  off-airport  roadways, 
Massport  believes  that  the  sensitivity  of  the  traffic  issue  calls 
for  unusual  attention.  Therefore,  a  traffic  monitoring  program 
will  be  designed  and  implemented  to  monitor  roadway 
levels-of-service  and  the  effectiveness  of  mitigating  measures 
and  roadway  improvements,  and  to  alert  Massport  and  MEPA  to  the 
need  for  any  further  control  measures.  This  program  will  monitor 
traffic  conditions  relating  to  all  airport  traffic,  not  just 
BIF-related  flows,  to  identify  the  full  scope  of  potential 
problems  and  solutions. 
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5.3.2.   Mitigation  of  Off-Airport  Traffic 

Secretary  Bewick  and  others  have  raised  the  issue  of  BIF  - 
related  impacts  on  regional  highway  facilities,  especially  the 
Sumner  Tunnel  and  Central  Artery.  Massport  believes  that  these 
facilities  are  either  experiencing  traffic  problems  at  the 
present  time,  without  BIF  participation,  or  will  be  experiencing 
problems  in  the  foreseeable  future  -  even  without  BIF 
development.  These  areas  are  clearly  regional  traffic  problems. 
Nevertheless,  Massport  has  examined  the  impact  of  BIF  on  these 
facilities,  and  recognizing  its  regional  responsibility  is 
prepared  to  cooperate,  along  with  other  responsible  state  and 
local  government  units,  in  programs  to  address  these  traffic 
problems . 

Massport  agrees  with  MEPA  staff  that  much  of  the  congestion 
apparent  at  the  entrance  to  the  Sumner  Tunnel  relates  to  roadway 
design  limitations  on  the  Central  Artery,  and  that  feasible 
mitigating  measures  should  be  evaluted  which  address  this 
problem.  Massport  is  further  concerned  that  the  Central  Artery 
capacity  limitations  and  the  attendant  artificial  restrictions  on 
tunnel  capacity  will  continue  and,  given  the  fundamental  nature 
of  this  problem,  might  prove  to  be  a  major  impediment  not  only  to 
the  proposed  development  at  BIF;  but  also  to  the  commercial 
development  and  economic  viability  of  the  entire  central  area  of 
Boston.  Any  proposal  for  substantial  future  development  in  or  on 
the  periphery  of  the  downtown  area  will  be  similarly  constrained. 

The  mitigating  measures  contained  elsewhere  in  the  RFEIR  are 
designed  to  take  advantage  of  Massport's  control  over  airport 
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access  roadways  and  to  effect  airport-wide  reductions  in  ADT's, 
as  well  as  to  reduce  off-airport  impacts,  but  these  alone  do  not 
resolve  the  basic  Central  Artery  problem. 

Further  actions  can  be  taken,  directly  and  indirectly,  to 
address  the  Central  Artery  problem,  and  the  North  Station  down 
ramp  effect  on  Tunnel  flows  in  particular.  However,  direct 
operating  control  of  the  facilities  in  question  does  not  lie  with 
Massport  and  further  cooperation  with  Mass.  DPW,  MDC ,  the  Mass. 
Turnpike  Authority  and  the  City  of  Boston  is  needed  to  implement 
the  necessary  measures.  Nevertheless,  Massport  is  willing  to 
make  the  following  specific  commitments: 

Mitigating  Measure:  Analysis  of  North  Station  Exit  Ramp 
Although  the  principal  congestion  point  affecting  north  bound 
traffic  is  not  directly  controlled  by  Massport,  the  Authority 
will  continue  to  pursue,  as  a  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization 
member,  potential  joint  resolution  of  regional  traffic  problems 
with  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Works  and  other 
appropriate  agencies.  One  such  area  involves  limitations  imposed 
by  the  insufficient  weave  distance  between  the  Central  Artery  up 
ramp  at  the  Sumner  tunnel  and  the  North  Station  down  ramp.  This 
could  be  mitigated  by  closing  the  North  Station  off  ramp  during 
peak  tunnel  flow  periods.  This  is  particularly  attractive  in 
view  of  the  dissimilarity  in  peaking  patterns  between  commuting 
flows  through  the  tunnel  and  the  flows  associated  with  events  at 
North  Station.  A  properly  designed  study  and  a  professionally 
supervised  experimental  closing  of  this  exit  can  be  devised  to 
determine  the  likely  benefits. 
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Massport  is  willing  to  engage  a  traffic  consultant  to  analyze 
the  benefits  which  might  be  obtained  from  closing  the  North 
Station  exit  from  the  northbound  Expressway  during  peak  tunnel 
traffic  flow  periods.  This  study  will  be  closely  coordinated 
with  other  MPO  members  to  quantify  the  benefits  of  such  traffic 
modifications . 

Mitigating  Measure:  -  One  Way  Bridge  Tolls:  It  is 
likely  that  a  perceived  price  incentive  can  be  added  to  the 
congestion  incentive  to  cause  additional  traffic  to  divert  from 
the  tunnel  to  the  bridge.  Ideally  this  should  take  the  form  of  a 
one  way  toll  on  the  tunnel  and  a  one  way  toll  on  the  bridge. 
Massport  has  already  commenced  discussions  with  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  Authority  in  the  expectation  that  a  suitable  agreement 
for  such  a  system  can  be  reached. 

Massport  is  willing  to  conduct  a  3  month  experimental  program 
with  the  Turnpike  Authority  of  one  way  toll  collection  on  the 
Mystic  (Tobin)  bridge  and  at  the  Sumner-Callahan  tunnels  which 
under  a  program  which  will  be  monitored  and  documented  by  an 
independent  traffic  consultant. 
5.3.3.   Mitigation  Related  to  Local  Roadways. 

Massport  has  recognized  that  the  combination  of  existing 
airport  traffic  congestion  and  the  availability  of  relatively 
less  congested  community  streets  can  produce  traffic  flow 
patterns  which  exacerbate  the  congestion  on  both  the  airport  and 
the  local  roadway  systems.  A  prime  example  is  the  existing  use 
of  Porter  and  Maverick  Streets  by  airport  generated  vans,  taxis, 
limos,  and  employees  as  an  alternate  route  to  gain  more  favorable 
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positions  in  the  entrance  queues  at  the  Sumner  Tunnel  toll  plaza. 
This  traffic  exacerbates  congestion  at  the  main  airport 
intersection  by  introducing  a  greater  percentage  of  cross  and 
turning  movements  at  the  north-south  signalized  intersection, 
theregy  reducing  the  capacity  to  accomodate  through  movements  on 
both  the  inbound  and  outbound  airport  roads.  This  traffic  flow 
also  introduces  congestion  at  the  off-airport  intersections  of 
Porter  and  Bremen  Streets,  and  at  the  intersection  of  Visconti 
Way  and  Chelsea  Street. 

Except  under  the  most  extreme  conditions  of  congestion  when 
traffic  backs  up  from  the  tunnel  toll  plaza  to  beyond  the  airport 
north-south  intersection,  the  capacity  of  both  the  airport 
roadway  and  the  local  street  system  could  be  improved  by 
requiring  these  vehicles  to  utilize  the  airport  roadways 
connecting  to  Route  C-1  and  to  discontinue  use  of  Porter  and 
Maverick  Strets  . 

Massport  is  prepared  to  adopt  a  plan  to  eliminate  the  use  of 
Porter  and  Maverick  Streets  by  these  vehicles  through  street 
closures  which  which  would  fully  or  partly  eliminate  airport 
access/egress  at  those  locations.  These  closures  would 
supplement  the  traffic  management  and  low-capital  roadway 
improvements  which  Massport  will  also  adopt,  as  described  above, 
in  order  to  insure  that  existing  airport-related  traffic  impacts 
on  the  East  Boston  community  are  not  exacerbated  by  BIF 
development . 

However,  prior  to  taking  this  action,  Massport,  in 
cooperation  with  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  affected  community, 
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will  complete  an  analysis  of  traffic  movements  using  the  Porter 
and  Maverick  Street  entrances  to  the  airport  and  feasible 
alternative  measures  to  resolve  both  on-airport  and  off-airport 
traffic  conflicts  caused  by  those  vehicle  movements.  This  study 
will  be  complete  by  the  end  of  July,  19B1. 
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-  D.   Davis  to  J.   Driscoll    (MA.Turnpike  Auth)-3/10/&l  A-4-33 

-  J.   Driscoll   to  D.   Davis-March  20,  1981 A-4-34 

-  N.  Miller  (BBN)  to  C.  Barrett-March  24.  1981 A-4-35 

-  M.   Hohman  to  N.   Faramelli-March  31,  1981    A-4-39 

-  N.   Miller  (BBN)   to  R.   Marchi   -  April    15,  1981....     A-4-40 
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Appendix  A  -  5  Secretary's  Comments  and  MEPA  Staff  Comments 


News   Release 

Secretary  John  A.   Bewick's  Statement 

on  Bird   Island   Flals-Feb.    20,   1981 A- 5-1 

Certificate  of  the  Secretary  of  Environ- 
mental   Affairs  on   Final    Environmental 
Impact  Report-Feb.   20,   1981    A-5-3 

MEPA  Staff  Comments 

-  David  Shephardson   A-5-5 

-  Sandy  Uyterhoeven   A-5-1 1 

-  Stephen   Kaiser   A- 5-19 

Appendix  B  -  Traffic  Analysis 

Appendix  B-1       Technical   Background  to  Traffic  Analysis B-1-1 

Appendix  B-2       Flows  through  the  Sumner  Tunnel    (Vanasse/ 

Hangen   -   Feb.    23,   1981) B-2-1 

Appendix  B-3   Capacity  Analysis  -  Generic  FEIR  with 

Mitigative  Measures  and  Roadway  Improvements 
(Vanasse/Hangen  -  April  29.  1981) B-3-1 

Appendix  B-4   Bird  Island  Flats 

Traffic  Impact  Analysis 

RFEIR 

High  Tech  Center  with  Air  Cargo  Facilities 

(Vanasse/Hangen  -  April  28,  1981)  B-4-1 

Appendix  B-5   Demand  Estimate  For  Ferry  Service  at  BIF 

(Lewin  -  March  11,  1981) B-5-1 

Appendix  B-6   Impact  of  MBTA  Pass  on  Transit  Use 

(Lewin  -  March  12,  1981) B-6-1 

Appendix  B-7   Lower  Bound  Aviation  Forecasts 

(Eng  -  Aug.  26,  1981) B-7-1 

Appendix  B-8       Calculation  of  Adjusted  Ground  Traffic 

Baseline  Growth  Rate  for  BIF  Traffic  Analysis 
(Baldwin  -  March  26,   1981) B-8-1 

Appendix  B-9       Calculation  of  Air  Cargo,   Car  and  Truck 
ADT's  and  Peak  Hour  Trips 
(Baldwin  -  April    19,   1981) B-9-1 
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Appendix  C-1  Air  Quality  Analysis  -  Bolt,  Beranek 
and  Newman  Report  -  8  hour  CO  levels 
in  1987  C-1 

Appendix  C-2   Memos  by  Traffic  Engineers  used  in 

Air  Quality  Analysis ^"'^ 


APPENDIX  A  -  OFFICIAL  CORRESPONDENCE 

This  appendix  consist  of  five  sections.  Sections 
A-1 ,  A-2,  A-3,  are  Massport  transmittals  to  MEPA 
during  the  Review  Period  on  the  Final  EIR.  Section 
A  -  4  contains  relevant  letters  on  the  FEIR,  and 
A  -5  contains  the  Secretary's  comments  (  and  press 
release)  on  the  FEIR,  as  well  as  comments  of  the 
MEPA  staff  on  the  FEIR. 


APPENDIX  A  -  1  -  Errata  Sheet  sent  to 
reviewers  of  FEIR  (January  16,  1981) 


MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


TO:  Reviewer  of  Bird  Island  Flats  Final  EIR/EIS 

FROM:  Norman  Faramelli 

DATE:  January  16,  19R1 

SUBJECT:  Errata  Sheet 


For  your  reference,  we  are  sending  you  an  Errata  Sheet  on  the 
Final  EIR/EIS  on  the  Proposed  Development  at  Bird  Island  Elats. 
As  you  will  see,  the  changes  are  minor  and  should  have  no  effect 
on  the  conclusions  reached  concerning  the  environmental  impacts. 


Q^ 


Norm  Faramelli 
Director  of  Planning 


NF/er 
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ERRATA 


Corrections  to  Volume  I /Volume  II  of 
Final  EIR/EIS  on  Proposed  Development  at  Bird  Island  Flats 


The  corrections  are  of  three  types  -- 
1.   Some  typos  and  syntactical  changes, 
n    Numerical  errors  that  do  not  affect  any  of  the  results  presented  in  the 

Final  EIR/EIS. 
ni   Numerical  errors  that  do  affect  the  results  slightly,  but  do  not  affect  the 
'   conclusions  drawn  from  the  document. 

In  no  instance  did  we  find  any  major  errors,  or  errors  that  changed  the 
results  in  the  Final  EIR/EIS  in  a  manner  that  n,ight  affect  the  conclusions 
regarding  the  environmental  impacts. 

"  Hence,  we  are  sharing  these  with  you  so  you  will  have  a  corrected  document. 
These  corrections  should  not  affect  your  conments.although  you  might  have 
detected  some  of  the  numerical  inconsistencies. 
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VOLUME  I 

p  XV     J  -  16  -  add  "s"  to  Aeronautics  - 
-  Mass.  Aeronautics  Cormlsslon 

p  S      -  in  Table  S  -  1  -  Forecast  Demand  for  1987  is  288,000  tons  not 
I       228,000. 

p  EP-4  -  line  5  -  "Busch"  not  "Bush" 

p  1-4  -   in  Table  1.3  -  2  -  Forecast  Demand  for  1987  is  288,000  not  228.000. 

p  4  -  59  On  line  10  in  2nd  full  paragraph  under  4.7.1,  delete  comna  after  Massport. 

p  4-23  -  under  (3)  line  2  -  "at  Logan"  not  "it  Logan" 

p  4-32  -  HC  not  CO  over  column  on  Existing  Conditions 

p  4-89  -  On  line  5  of  4th  paragraph  "aggravate"  not  aggrevate" 

p  5-2   -  One  line  6  of  3rd  paragraph  -  "similarly"  not  "similarily" 

p  5-4   -  On  first  line  under  ADVERSE  IMPACT,  "analyses"  not  "analysis" 

VOLUME  II 
Page 


m 


J  -  16  -  Add  "s"  to  Aeronautics 
y^i  Table  A  3-9  should  be  "without"  GA.  not  "with" 

xiv         SDC  1  -  1  pC-76  "Idle"  not  "Isle" 


XVI 


XXIV 


SD  -  D  -  3  -  pD  -23 

last  line  add  "p"  in  "paper", 

SD  C5  -  4  -  pC-36 
(NO)  not  (No) 


A-1-3 


A-4 
A-5 


A-33 
A-37 
B-21 
B-25 


C-9 
C-22 

C-22 
C-46 
C-65 

C-66 

C-66 
C-70 
C  -  74 


Sth  line  of  1st  paragraph  under  A.2-3  -  add  a  "p.r  .d"  after  No.  Apron 

heading  should  be  "Cargo  Tnicks"  not  "Trucks"  (all  truck  n^bers 
in  EIR  refer  to  cargo  trucks,  not  total  trucks  to  Logan.) 

Top  line  -  "Mixed  Use"  not  ."Mixed  Used" 

On  line  1  of  2nd  paragraph  -  "shows"  not  "shown" 

line  next  to  bottom  of  page  add  "s"  to  location 

l,,e  1  of  3rd  paragraph  -  "..street  is  construction"  not  "  .^street 
in  construction".  fFigures  B.1-8;  8.1-9.  B.1-1  .  and  B-^^'   » 
llslabelled.  Should  be  "Proposed  Development  Plan"  not  High  Intensity 

Coirmercial  (B)". 

On  table  C.1-2  typo  on  column  labelled  "hydrocarbons" 

Of  ust  two  lines  of  first  paragraph  under  C.1.3.6  change  "between 
the  Build  alternative"  to  "among  the  Build  alternatives 

Line  6  of  3rd  paragraph  -  "worse"  not  "worst" 

I.   ^h.nnp  "emission"  to  "emissions" 
Next  to  last  line  of  third  paragraph  -  change  emissio 

c.K  K  iiPt  last  two  lines  should  read  "T4  class  engines  -  in  tenrs 

,„  l.„e  n  of  first  p.r.gr.pK  under  C.rbon  Honoxi.e  -  should  re.d 
...Itigatmg  me«ur«"  not  "rinlg.tlng  .«»ured 

„„e  1  of  2nd  paragraph  "effectiveness"  (spelling) 

..  **   ■•   "ic"  not  "in  heavily  Impacted" 
line  next  to  bottom  '  -  is  not  iH  ' 

.-  ij  — «H  "followed  by"  not  "following  by". 
line  8  of  3rd  paragraph  should  read  followea  oy 
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II   .  Numerlc.1  errors  that  do  not  .ffect  results  presented  1n  the  Final 
EIR/EIS. 

(,)     The  tables  showing  the  truck  traffic  vol>»es  used  1n  the  Noise  and  Air 
Quality  Analyses  are  not  correct  (Appendix  -  Vol»e  11).  The  new  tables 

should  replace: 

Table  SDB  -  9  (pB-72) 

Table  SDB  -  10  (pB-73) 

Table  SDC  -  1-13        (pC-105) 

Tn  several  of  the  colunins  shown  on  the  tables  in  the  Final  EIR/EIS.  the 
.Uh  a  ;  t   t  G.  nu^bers  were  inadvertently  reversed.  The  air  pollution  and 
:ZtZls,   however,  were  calculated  based  on  the  volu.es  shown  on  the 
attached  tables,  not  on  those  in  the  Final  EIR/EIS. 
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u 
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CO 
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TABLE  SD.C.  1-13 

YEAR  2000  TOTAL  DAILY  TRUCK  MOVEMENTS  BY  ALTERNATIVE* 

Two-way  Truck  I'rips 


Alternative 


No  Build 

Revised  No  Build 

High  Intensity 
with  GA 

High  Intensity 
without  GA 

Low  Intensity 
with  GA 

Low  Intensity 
without  GA 

Mixed  Use  with 
GA 

Mixed  Use 
without  GA 

Proposed  Developnient 
Plan  with  GA 
Proposed  Development 
Plan  without  GA 


BIF 


8.794 

0.494 

5,734 

5.698 

6.302 

7,970 

5,682 

5,682 


North  Apron      Southwest 


9,872 
3,688 

2,436 

2,356 

5,136 

4,344 

4,496 

4,438 

3,688 

3,688 


1.412 
1,100 

1,332 

1,332 

1,332 

1,332 

1,332 

1,332 

1,332 

1,332 


Total 


11.284 
4,788 

12.562 

14,182 

12,202 

11.379 

12,120 

13,740 

10.702 

10.702 


*Note:     The  numbers  should  be  divided  by  two  (2)  to  get  the  number  of  vehicles 
entering. 
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(b) 


..  „..r  Of  tot.,  C..0  t.c.s  to  u.. ,..  .  ;--;/;„^:ni 

A.2.11  were  Incorrect.     The  BIF  truck  n^bers  r.™  n  «  1s^    (As 
truck  n^bers  refer  to  ergo  trucks  not  tot.1  truck.,  so  the  T.bles 
be  relabelled  to  reflect  that). 

S«ed  on  these  deferences  In  the  tables.  It  ,s  clear  that  the  2000 
n^bers  are  identical,  and  the  ,993  n^bers  are  P""  ""^,  ^       ,.    ,,, 

*«.  iQR?  accounts  for  changes  in  the  results  by  1%  or 
discrepancy  for  1987  accounts  lu  results 

.  ,•«  the  1Q82  scenario  and  they  win  aiTei-t 
Urgest  changes  occu    ,n  t  e    982  see  ^^  ^^^^  ^^_^^ 

n  so.e  of  the  recep  0      oin  s  a      ,     ^^g^      ^^^^^  ^^^^^^^_  ^^^^^^^_ 

4  2-20,  4.2-14,  and  4.2-18,       voi.   i;  »y 
will  be  imperceptible  on  the  staging  figures. 
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TOT/L  AIRPORT 

Table  A2-7 
High  Intensity  Cargo  with  GA 

Year 

82  2984  (1382) 

1987  3888  (3329) 

1993  4981  (4836) 

2000  6371  (6371) 

Table  A2-8 


K  ( 


High  Intel 

nsity  cargi 

D  wixnout 

Year 
1982 

3359 

(1561) 

1987 

4378 

(3758) 

1993 

5608 

(5461) 

2000 

7191 

(7191) 

Table  A2- 

■9 

Wixed  Use 

with  GA 

Year 
1982 

2873 

(1333) 

,987 

3744 

(3212) 

1993 

4797 

(4666) 

2000 

6150 

(6150) 

Table  A2 

-10 

Mixed  Use 

without  GA 

Year 
1982 

3227 

(1511) 

1987 

4205 

(3641) 

1993 

5387 

(5290) 

2000 

6888 

(6888) 

(ppA-12  to  A-lB/ol.  II) 

Table  A?-5 
Low  Intensity  Cargo  with  6A 
Year 

1982         2895       (1363) 

1987         3773       (3282) 

1993         4835       (4768) 

•  2000         6191       (6191) 

Table  A2-6 
Low  Intensity  Cargo  without  GA 
Year 

1982         2696  (1251) 

1987         3514  (3014) 

1993         4500  (4379) 

2000         5777  (5777) 


Table  A2-11 
Proposed  Development  (with  &  without  GA) 
Year 

1982      2431      (1148)  . 
1987      3168     (2765) 
1993      4059      (4018) 


2000 


5216 


(5216) 
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Numerical  errors  that  do  affect  the  results  slightly,  but  do  not  affect  the 
conclusions  drawn  from  the  document. 

CHANGES  IN  AIR  QUALITY  SECTION 

n  Final  tJ 
rt  jirtualh 

leths 


;?i;S?1yfo;  ci:.id  ;i.o;;  i;;e?c;pt1bly.  for  NOx.  HC  and  TSP. 
Please  note  these  changes  In  Volume  I  and  Volume  II 
In  Table  S-4(Volume  I  -p5-17), 
T.tU  >.2-^  (Volu..  I  -  P«-28)  ."d  T.ble  C.  1-3  (pC-H.  Volume  II) 

The  new  numbers  should  be  : 

%  Changes  in  Total  '^^■^P°^^^"'i"i.°J^TH 
When  Compared  with  the  Revised  No-Build 


NOx 


HC         TSP 


+3.0      +2-"' 
+3.0      +2-1 


+4.4 
+4.4 


+3.1 


+2.6        +^•'7 


(WGA  on  BID  CO  ^^.^      ^^_g        +3.9 

High  Intensity  Cargo     +b-U 

Low  Intensity  Cargo      +6.4 

Mixed  Use/High  Intensity  +7.0 

Cargo 

Proposed  Development  Plan  +6.9 

,„.e  ...   NOX.  KC.  ...  TSP  .re  v1rt„.1Iy  unc..n,ed.  T.e  I.r,e.t  Increment- 
CO-  increased  from: 


High  Intensity  +  |-'J         ^g^.^^ 

Low  Intensity  +  ^-^^         ^7  0% 

Mixed  Use  +  ^-'^^ 
Proposed  +5^9% 

Development  Plan  +b.u,: 

.  Th.t  1s.  t^.  the  truck  J^bers  were  jf„  ""Jff  'jni^bSt'lher^'rhf^h 
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There  are  also  slight  changes  to  be  made  to  the  Total  Airport  Emissions 

Tables. 

Table  4-2-4  Carbon  Monoxide   (CO)   (p4.30-Volume  1)  and  Table  C.I-4 

(pC-20,  Volume  II). 


Kq/D 

Trucks 

Total  Non-Aircraft 

Total   Airport 

TOTAL 


Under  Revised  Np-Bwild 

In  FEIR/EIS  New  Numbers 

249  131 

61 RO  6060 

14,640  14,520 

19,490  1''.370 


Kg/p 
Trucks 


Table  4.2.5       Hydrocarbons   (HC)   (p4.32.Volume  I)  and  Table  C.I-7 
(pC-21,  Volume  II) 

Under  Rpvised  No-Build 
In  FEIR/EIS  New  Numbers 

18  9 

Non  Aircraft  4.000  3.991 

Total   Airport  6.280  6,271 

TOTAL  6.810  6.801 

Table  4.2.7  -  Oxides  of  Nitrogen  (NOx)   (p4-34.Volume  I)  and  Table  C-I-5 
(pC-19,  Volume  II) 

iinHpr  Rpvised  No-Build 
,(g/D                          FEIR/EIS  New  Numbers 

Trucks  22  12 

Total  Non  Aircraft     523  513 

Total  Airport  8.430  8.420 

TOTAL  8.890  S.RBO 
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Table  4.2-8  Total  Suspended  Particulates  (TSP)  (p4-37.Volume  I)  and  Table 
C.I-16)*(pC-20,  Volume  II) 

Under  Revised  No-Build 

New  Numbers 


Kq/D 

Trucks 

Total  Non- 
Aircraft       60.2 

Total  Airport   361 

TOTAL  383 


1.6 

58.8 
360 
382 


These  changes  should  not  however  affect  the  conclusions  drawn  from  the  document, 

The  %  changes  in  Table  S-4.  Table  4.2-3,  Table  C.I-3  will  have  to  be  in- 
lorporateS^into  the  text  of  both  Volume  I  and  Appendix  C-I  in  Volume  II. 
(see  attached  pages) 
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carbon  VlonoxiA^   Level,  in  2000  -  CO  levelt  *re  •xpected 
to  decline  appreciably  over  tbe  next  20  years  because  of 
the  Faderal  Motor  Vahicle  Control  Program  (FMVCP)  which 
■eti  •trin«ent  auto  «misBion  standards.  At  noted  in 
Table  4  2-3  the  CO  increases  of  the  Build  alternatives 
ranee  froo  2.71  to  3.61  over  the  original  No-Build  and 
4fD  -=4^rS^  tsu^^n   over  the  Revised  No-Build.  Despite 
thA^^ilTghrincr eases  due  to  BIF  development.  CO  con- 
^  ^^centrations  will  be  tubstantially  lower  in  the  Year  2000 
'l'*   than  they  are  at  present  no  matter  which  alternative- is 

ieUcled^tie  Figure.  4.2-3.  4.2-4  and  4.2-5).  No  viola- 
tions  of  the  1  hour  or  8  hour  standards  are  axpected 
with  any  of  the  development  alternatives  at  any  sensi- 
tive receptor  points  in  the  conmunity,  but  there  might 
be  a  violation  of  the  8  hour  CO  standard  at  the  ter- 
minals and  parking  garages. 

The  CO  hot  spot  problem  identified  in  the  JEIR  for  the 
Sgh  Intensify  with  Mixed  Use  Alternative  J-  •l^^*^*^ 
in  the  Proposed  Development  Plan,  because  the  office 
i?ace  is  divided  between  the  buifer  rone  and  the  south- 
west comer  of  BIF  rather  than  beine  concentrated  only 
In  the  ISSthwest  comer.   As  a  result.  CO  concentration 
from  traffic  congestion  and  parking  is  reduced. 

Staging 

Estimates  of  the  «^i«"t:  CO  concentrations  for  various 
points  near  Logan  are  made  for  1982  1987  1993  and 
2000.   For  illustrative  purposes  o^^y  J^*  ^°7S^J:\*; 
temative  and  the  Build  alternative  with  GA  on  BIF  arc 
coSidered.   (The  differences  in  concentrations  between 
with  and  without  GA  are  insignificant). 
An  examination  of  Figure  4.2-6  suggests  that  *t  every 
^c"??r  location.  CO  is  expected  to  Jjf  «",^,^f ^f^JSe 
ru-rr.^.oh   rh^  ftflrlv  1990  8.  because  of  the  effects  or  tne 
JS5??''  i5»r"iLt  1993:  the  *««f"«  »^  '^J,^^^  «5 
outweizhed  bv  continuing  increases  in  both  aircrart  ana 
auto  altivities  and  predicted  maximum  CO  concentrations 
Segin  to  rise   With  the  possible  exception  of  the  rer 
cefSr  loLted  at  the  Hilton  Hotel,  no  violation  of  either 
the  1  hour  or  the  8  hour  CO  standard  is  found  in  this 
examination. 


t^--^1      \/cL   I 
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potential  Ctbe  ^ 

Hay  or  5/..v/  .^e  estimateo  u» 

Aected  to  i^'=^!*!idinE  and  at  Bird  ib^  predicted  for 


intensity  with  ^-J^^^^xceedance  "J  '^he  .Irport  o^„*;''.£ 
^"  "  095  ng/m3-  »°  'a  «>yvheTe  ^"  l5'„ncentration  o£ 

«,,^*'"^ht'i^iXn*ror=fthrprV/y  '"'''"' 
S.S^-?,^=j!"t^r.e«ndary  standard. 


is   0.^;- 

of  0.26  mg 


community,   jf  ^^  than  ^0"^-°^„  standard. 
:^.f  Utt^stfe  discussion  of  this 

c. 
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t|-MM 


^  \loiT 
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^  -n  overall  deterioration  is  predicted 
for  NO^.  however.  •^  ^''^^i:  °ined .  This  is  evident  by 
l.u'receptor  locations  examxnej^^  ^^  Fig^"  ^  1-9 

;e«p»^i'^,^^Sy*rconditIons   shown  in  Figure  C. 1-4       This 
Sth  the  baseline  condition  ^crease  in  activity. 

Sterioration  ^J  •"^^^^'fieet  mix  toward  the  wide-bodied 
r.hift  in  the  •^^"H^t  engines  that  have  higher  NOx 
Vti  with  more  aJ^^^^J^^  «n  anticipated  relaxation  and/or 
i^Jsions  P°t«^^i*hn  ?Lula?ionrfor  gas  turbine  engines. 
^Tuy  in  NOx  emission  ^JS^^*^;"" .^  receptor  points   in        , 
JliSum  1-hr  N02  Jf^^^'JJJ^^^^ttmated  St  about  0  8  mg/m?. 
K?SlsVi?hin%he^range*rf  the  proposed  standard  of 
JIt  to  0.94  mg/m3. 
«,.^^  24-hr  TSP  concentrations  -  ^ogan  Airport _and 

vicinity  i^J^?J,2^?s?ing^onditions.   this  is  an  over- 
CoB?ared  Y^^h  the  ^^J^^^^l^ceptor  locations  examined. 
tU  deterioration  *J  *i^,.;fvy?ed  to  the  projected  in- 
This  deterioration  is  attributed  t^F  ^^^^^^^^^,  .^d 

--Jstncr^o^  r  ^^^^^^^^^^^  ^' 

;1r;^/^J!^J;o:^e^er!-is^lo!^r:^?Shere  at  the  Airport 

or  itB  vicinity. 

^.avid.  distribution  c£  »axi^  '^l^Hj^r^ll'ltl''^' 
i.  Illustrated  in  ^'-S'J"  ;•  i/i'.iight  overall  improve- 
.x^sting  ""diji^j.  J^f  loi^itl.l  where  «rf>l«nt  HC 
■er.t  -  especially  ".i^f^T.j  vy  automobile  sources 
^^.^^Te'eic^ecred  To^fh^r "eduction  in  HC  emissions 
;,;  result  of  the  FMVCP . 
C  1  3  2     Revised  No-Build 

:,e' Revised  No-Build  Alternative  will  result^in^a^.mall 
reduction  in  cargo  operations  a^°^^^J  24-hr  emissions 
T.ble  C.1-3  to  C.1-7    show  the  ^^timateo^  ^^^^^^^ 

of  CO,  NOx.   particulates     and  HC  from  var  ^^^_ 

for  each  of  the  P^o^^Vfi^II^tstd  No-Build  will  result 
^t  5:sf  C0'':;lSti^ons^  rr«  »-   --  ^t^' 


1?-*VL 


C-i4       \/#lU 


A-l-l! 


..cide  d^f:  MC  concentrate  ..•j^4  and  ^•*.*   ro  the 


-^.  .-«iefsronroq.lU°„i/4.siS^%feVXed 

.0  increase  cra^     ^  ^.Qtal  A^^v 


^^^V  c'l-19     respectively  ^/^l^',  . ,.18^     ^.r^^'^J^'^Utent 

ifc-tuili.  the  pr^V°^  ^^  "^^f  concentration  »^C  ,^,1 
,s-.iM«'^  '°  l!r,ns  and  30\^,,,  97.  HO^  '■^°J,Jr  Boston. 
V--r/dirrlase  Of  ^^^^^^^^^ 


—  ^  fo%es-it  ^^  fn7Tc'Voncentration^^,-C  over 
esrimated  to  res  ^07.  HC  c  »^^-tst  Boston. 

SO,  concentrations  ^^  »^°f  section  o^.^*d  .imilar  '- 

4^nt.  and  a  ^%^^^l^  Streets   sec        .tandard  t^  ^^. 

viU  continue  ^ 


..-ticulates.   •"        ^     No-Build  •^^^J^^"'      ^^6  eiBissions 

-,.,  in  the  least  tm,  ^^^^  ^^^^   ^^_^^ 

■A,  distribution  of  ^^^^arc  showA  in  Figures 
^,e«wide  dist  concentrations  arc  •"       ^^^vely.     Tl^?, 

-;:    and  l-^^i      r    1-92     and  C.1-23,   rcspcu  y      similar 

•■  ^^*  vsint  air  quality  at  -^^ffries  r  example. 

»*'*-°'^rl  else  are  respectively  3A  ana 

:-:ensity  case  •    .      ^gs  ^^^  ^^*.^;§     this  alternative 


■it  development.  ^^ 

«f  the  einissions  i^^^^J^^^^Lln  ^opared 
;-  examination  of  ^J®  *r7   guggests  that,  ^fj^^f.^""*^ 
:a:les  C.1-3  through  C^lJ'^gf   37   cO     J.n  NO^^   ^.^^^ 
,,,,  ,t.e  No-BuUd.    ^^flyj^  HC  i^.total  Airport  «m_^^^^^ 
:  t'.  particulates,    ana  ^  vith  theRevise  ^^^ 

i:e  anticipated       When  c  W^i,^^;,  ^0*^*^^-  NOx- 

s;:uation.   the  i^«^|^  hC    Csee  Table  C.1-3). 

particulates .    and  a^=  H     .  ^^^^  ^^^^    ^^, 

-ively.  in  Figures  C.1;Z^.   ^-    generally  very  ^^^^tjccpt 
ihe  distribution  patterns  are  ge^  ^tnerall^  w?rse 

to  the  corresponding  high  in^       ^^^^^^  ^^  generally 

that  ambient  air  q^^^^^^ttive . 
•^.th  the  mixed-use  alternative 


C-16 


V^^ 


1  r  to  all  the  other  alternatives   considered,   pre- 
••':?  «Ixiinum,8-hr  CO  concentrations   that   are  very  close 
'"'"t     10  me/m     standard  are  anticipated  at  most  of  the 
••'  *^*  i-  carrier  terminals   and  parking  garages.      Also. 
"•'*rK.  No-Build  alternatives.   NO2  will  continue  to  be 
••'M«tial  probleiB.      No  exceedance  of  the  24-hr  TSP 
M"d!rd  is  found  anywhere  «t  Che  Airport. 

..35     Proposed  Development  Plan 

t..,sions  inventories   for  a  24-hr  period  with  the  Pro- 
^r.d  Development  Plan,    (with  and  without  GA  activity 
'fvn     Ire  exhibited  in  Tables  C.1-4  for  CO,   C  1-5   for 
*■      C  1-6  for  particulates,   and  C.1-7  for  HC.      Compared 


[n  the"No-Build.    the  Proposed  Development  Plan  with  GA 


"^i    x^ected  ?o  result  in  an  increase  of  3.67.  CO.   0.97.  NO^. 
5'^lrticulates.    and  1.17.  HC  in  total  Airport  emissions. 
•--'ared  vifh  the  Revised  No-Build  Alternative,   thesein- 
::7M\\f^^.  COrVWi  NO^r ^^rrn  particulates,   and  *r^.   ^ 
•-••Compared  with  the  other  alternatives     the  Proposed 
-;.elopm^nt  Plan    (with  or  without  GA)   will  "j;;^^^^,^^^ 
"eaviest  impact,    but   the   differences  between  the  Build 
iltemative  are  very  small    (see  Table  C.1-3). 

i'eawide  distributions   of  maximum  1-hr  CO.    1-hr  NOy, 
•".-r  TSP     and  1-hr  HC  concentrations  are  shown  in 
:'-u'es  C  1-28.    C.1-29.   C.1-30.    and  C. 1-31,   respectively. 
''I  distribution  patterns  are  generally  very  similar 
vrSe  corresponding  Mixed  Use  Alternative  cases     except 
.'-a-  auibient   air  quality  at  BIF  itself  is   generally 
:-';:  with  this  alternative.      For  example,   the  maximum 
ih    CO  «^d  NOx  concentrations  for  the  J"P°"f  ^J^I^^P^^" 
:a'  are  respectively  under  147.  *tid  27.  higher  at  BIF  than 
-e  corresponding  estimates   about  the  Mixed  Use  Alterna- 
••ve      Potential  exceedance   of  the   S-hr  CO  standard  is 
::-nd  only  in  the  area  encompassing  the  main  carrier 
ter^nals  and  adjoining  garages.      The  potential  NO2 
:::blein  that   is   suggested  by  the  »^deling  analysis   of 
::.e  other  alternatives   is   also  present  ^^^\the  Proposed 
:evelopment  Plan.      No  exceedance  of  the   24-hr  TSP  stand 
izi  is  found  anywhere  in  the  Airport  and  vicinity. 

:  1.4     Construction  and  Stapin^  Impacts 

•     Construction   Impact 

:-.e  impact   from  construction  is  assessed  both  f"^  ^he 
standpoint  of  direct  emissions  resulting  from  construction 
ttuipment  and  from  fugitive  dust  emissions. 
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APPENDIX  A-2  -  Exchange  of  Letters 
Between  Massport  and  MEPA  sent  to 
Reviewers  of  FEIR  (Jan.  26,  1981) 


MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 

TO:  Reviewer  of  the  Final  EIR  on  Pird  Island  Flats 

FROM:  Norman  Faramelli 

DATE:  January  26,  1981 

SUBJECT:  Additional  CorresDondence  on  BIF 


On  January  16.  19R1  we  sent  you  an  errata  sheet  to  the  Final 
EIR/EI5  regarding  the  proposed  development  of  Pird  Island  Flats. 

In  addition  to  the  comnents.  we  call  your  attention  to  another 
correction  that  should  be  noted.  In  Volume  I  on  nS  -  IP  d^J^  ^ 
Snder  (d))  and  p4  -  R9  (line  4  of  2nd  naraoranh)  a  ranne  of  traffic 
increases  from  150-2^0?;  is  noted.  That  range  is  -"^correct   The 

forecast  used  in  the  EIR  was  150^  so  delete  the  2  0 
(The  250^^  corresponds  to  previous  estimates  not  used  in  the  EIR). 

During  the  comment  and  review  periods  Passport  and  ME^A  have 
been  in  close  communication.  Enclosed  are  three  attachments: 

1  Attachment  A  -  letter  from  f^EPA  to  Massport 

'   (January  5,  1981)  regarding  traffic  information. 

2  Attachment  B  -  Massport  response  to  A  (January 
14,  1981). 

3  Attachment  C  -  Massport  letter  to  ►'EPA  (January 
22  19B1)  setting  ^orth  the  queuemg  assumptions 
used  in  modelling  the  air  quality  impacts  of 
tunnel  traffic,  and  also  some  data  on  the  traffic 
flows  in  the  existing  tunnels. 

The  review  period  on  the  '[^•"^^^^..^/^..^f/.relran'd  thi?a7di-tional 
13,  1981  to  allow  for  your  review  of  the  errata  sneei  ana  lf 

information. 

These  letters  and  supplementary  information  deal  with  clarifications 


-^^ — .^^....-ZO: 


Norman  Faramelli 
Pi  rector,  Plannina 


NF/er 
enclosures  (3) 
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latri 


EDWARD  J    KING 
COVCHNOR 

JOHN    A     BEWICK 
Secretabv 


January  5,  1981 


Tir.  Noman  J.  Faramelli 
Director  of  Planning 
Mas sport 
99  High  Street 
Boston,  MA 

Dear  fir.  Faramelli : 

RE:  Bird  Island  Flats  Final  EIR,  EOEA  No.  03587 

In  our  review  of  the  Final  EIR  for  Bird  Island  Flats  two  members  of  the  MEPA 
staff  have  identified  potential  problems  in  the  traffic  counts  presented.  These 
problems  could  be  major  since  the  conclusions  of  both  the  noise  analysis  and  air 
quality  projections  depend  on  the  traffic  levels  analysed. 

A.  The  EIR  contains  the  following  information: 

1.  Total  Logan  truck  traffic  by  actual  count  -  3343  for  April  1979  (Page  A-22). 

2.  Projected  total  Loaan  truck  traffic  for  1982  -  for  all  build  options  -  1148  to 
1511  (Page  A12-18).  (Approximately  50"*  of  1979  levels) 

3.  Total  Logan  truck  traffic  for  1982  -  no  build  options  -  2019  to  4440  (Page  A19-20) 

4.  By  the  year  2000  the  1982  projections  have  increased  by  a  factor  of  approximately 
4  times;  but  by  comparison  to  the  actual  1979  data  the  growth  factor  is  only 

2  times. 

5.  Table  A-2-1  (Page  A-5)  indicates  no  automobile  traffic  due  to  cargo  operations 
yet  Page  A-7  states  that  .0022  cars  enter  each  day  per  ton  of  freight  handled 
Inayear.   (See  also  table  A-2-3  Page  A-9) 

B.  We  are  unable  to  resolve  the  contradictions  in  the  above.  In  addition,  we  note 
the  following: 


A-2-2 


Mr.  Noman  Faramelli 

RE:  Bird  Island  Flats  Final  EIR 

Page  2 


1. 
2. 


Most  of  the  tables  in  Appendix  A  do  not  include  a  column  for  existing  conditions, 

through  A-ia  (c)  the  truck  volume  on  Page  B-72  and  B-73  are  not 
BIF  and  north  Apron  from  Pages  B-16  and  B-17. 

can  we  »eet  wUh  you  (.nd  your  consuU.nts  if  l^'i^^^^*'\\%f,rll^,Z.'"lT 
discrep.ncies  on  Thursday,  J'"?''"^^,?  •  If  If, '^c-s^  5„d  .ir  quality  projections 
;;^l?l':^err[^red-^rsl?™ron^'r.n5c^rr%:r^?  'e;1s?ing\nd  pi^ooected  traffic 
figures. 

Sincerely 


nuel  G.  Mygatt 
Executive  Director 
Environmental  Impact  Review 


SGn:D£S:jc 
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nossport 


■  hichh.  iostom.  MASXACMuurrs  02110  win  mi  2*30  t(l(xo««M5 


January  14,  IQRl 


Mr.  Sam  Mygatt,  Director 

MEPA  Unit 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental 

Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  Mass.  02201 

Dear  Sam: 

This  letter  will  confirm  the  explanations  set  forth  at  our  neetinq 
last  Thursday  of  the  questions  contained  in  your  letter  of  January  5,  19R1. 

The  first  four  items  under  Section  A  of  your  letter  relate  to 
apparent  discrepancies  between  truck  volumes  reported  in  the  Final  Un 
as  the  results  of  a  survey  conducted  in  April  1979,  and  those  presented 
in  a  series  of  phasing  tables  in  Appendix  A,  pages  A12-AT^.  The  first 
issue  the  decrease  in  truck  traffic  between  the  1979  number  and  the  first 
year  in  the  phasing  tables  for  each  alternative  (1902),  can  be  explained 
by  pointing  out  that  the  1979  number  is  the  total  of  all  trucks  entering 
the  airport,  not  just  those  trucks  relating  to  air  cargo,  while  the  IQR?  _ 
numbers  are  a  projection  cf  the  cargo-related  trucks  only.  The  second  point 
contained  in  the  first  four  items  is  that  the  growth  in  cargo  trucks 
between  1982  and  the  year  2000  amounts  to  a  factor  of  4.  In  the  case  of 
BIF-related  cargo  trucks,  this  is  in  line  with  our  assumotion  that  growth 
on  BIF  will  occur  at  a  greater  rate  than  the  North  Apron  since  it  is  startinq 
from  a  zero  base.  Unfortunately,  in  developing  the  intervening  year 
projections  for  the  airport  as  a  whole,  we  erroneously  interpolated  backwards 
from  the  year  2000  projections  for  the  whole  airport  using  the  same  rate 
as  was  used  for  BIF.  As  we  mentioned  to  you,  we  do  not  see  these  channes 
affecting  any  of  our  results  (see  below).  Obviously,  the  North  Apron  ann 
Southwest  cargo  areas  will  continue  to  grow  from  their  existing  volumes  at  a 
much  lower  rate  to  meet  the  year  2000  projections. 

The  last  point  under  Section  A  in  your  letter  objects  to  not  including 
auto  trios  relating  to  cargo  operations  in  Table  A-2-1  on  p.  A-5   Here 
again,  that  Table  presents  Draft  EIR  assumptions,  which  did  not  include 
the  0022  cars  oer  day  per  annual  ton  developed  as  part  of  the  trio 
generation  rate' corrections  undertaken  after  filing  the  Draft   These  auto 
trips  are  Included  in  the  Proposed  DeveT^pSint  Plan  and  were  treated  In  the 
sensitTTTty  analyses  that  were  done  in  order  to  determine  the  effects  of  the 
Inflated  generation  rates  used  in  the  Draft.  As  you/ecall,  we  agreed^to 


C      OPIATING    iOSTON  LOGAN  INTt»»NAT.0NALAI».F0«7.«)RT  or  BOSTO^  GENERAL  C*RGOMAR.NETERKllNAlS.TC)B.NMEMC)«.ALiRIDG£.HANSCOV  FIELD 

CATAIVST  FOR  NIW  ENGLAND  COMWERCE  l\-d-'i 


MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


Mr.  Sam  Mygatt 
Page  2 


Your  final  point  -tes   /'a  number  o;^^-;]^«-°-,-i''iiJl^fnd'^ 
different  figures  presen  e     ^^  J  fferent  p  a  e     in  the  F.^^^^  ^^  ^^^ 

other  minor  incons  stennes.     While  J^p°^;™/pieased  that  the  number  and 
none  of  these  P/°blems_-.n  the  Fina    EIR.  we^re  p  e  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^^^ 

significance  o^^hese  inconsistencies  are^^^^  ^^  ^^^  document, 

in  no  way  from  the  overall  environmenLa  staginq  figures  will 

The  1993.  and  1987  points  for  P^^  fgr^Jch  are  sl?gh?ly  larger)  are 

remain  unchanged,  and  ^J^/^J^^es  to   . j  ^^^  ^^        ^  are  in 

still  i-^Perceptib  e  on  the  stagi  g  f  gure^.^^^^^  ^3.,^  ^,  '^\:''TZ.. 
the  order  of  u  or  less.  "^^^^'J^' ;  -taaina  diagrams.  Where  the  changes 
points  in  1982  cannot  be  seen  0!^^^^^^^^JJ9^ng  diagra  s  ^^^  ^^^.^^^ 

in  traffic  does  affect  the  '^"^^^J^/'^J'.Ja^S'with  the  reviewers  of  the 
No-Build  case,  they  have  t>een  noted  and  shared  wunt^^.^^^  regarding 
document.     But  those  changes  in  no  way  aft ecttne  ^^^ 

environmental   impacts^       t  should  -emb^-J^f.'J,,  I  ^%T?^?n'  '°  ''' 

instance,  to  the  88  kg  ot  LU  per  aay  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  CO 

total  .CO  airport  e-ssions  Jf,2^|;  ^PV^^'.Oio  kg  per  day  (1978 

emissions  due  to  airpori.  ^  j  «>"" 


baseline) 


one  last  it^  I  would  like  to  r^^^^^   ^^^efusfpo^ti on 
at  the  meeting  of  the  va  ue  of  and  J^^^^i;  fJi^V^-gJ  trip  generation   . 
of  our  development  plan  in  view  of  the  ^^'f l^^'^.^.^ipg  level  of  congestion 
?ates  associated  wUh  t  J^^  «^^  ^^^  f '  J",  1  ^i ted  authority  to  judge 
at  the  tunnels.  Although  1^^^%f  ^[^"[^  ""  rect  in  expressing  concern 
the  value  of  a  proposed  project.  y°"  *J^  "J^^^J  i^e  plan.  However,  you 
over  the  traffic  ■i'"Pli"^^°^^fJ^'d  uses  available  at  Logan  is  limited 
should  recognize  that  the  ^^^^e  of  land  uses  avai       ^^  ^^^  ^^^ 

and  that  the  mixed  "f /^f.Jf  Jf  ^n  '  vironmentally  sensitive  area  which 
designate  airport- related  uses  in  an  environme    y        schemes),  provide 
do  not  involve  aircraft  operation  ^"^"J^^.^i^^ty  as  an  incentive  to 
an  opportunity  to  offset  "Sts  of  forvar^er  activity  ^^.^^  ^  ^^^^^  ^^ 

relocating  them  from  the  res  ■^^"J?^\^°TJ"';^;- Jp.s'^ng  and  food  preparation 


A- 2- 5 


Mr.  Sam  Mygatt 
Page  3 


Prior  16  your  forming  a  final  opinion  on  this  matter,  I  would  hope  that 
vou  will  discuss  it  with  East  Boston  .comunity  and  the  City  of  Boston 
both  of  whom  have  indicated  Support  for  the  mixed  use  «!*"/^^^^;"J;.^ 
awareness  of  the  potential  traffic  implications,  and  will  discuss  this 
issue  further  with  Massport. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  should  you  require  further 
information  regarding  this  project. 

Sincerely, 

MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


NORMAN  FARAMELLI 
Director  of  Planning 


NF/er 
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ncBsport 

.HIGH  ST      •OST0N.«ASSACHU«m    02110    WW)*«2  2«0    TILEX».«65 

January  22,  1981 


Sam  Mygatt,  Director 

Executive  Office  of  Envlronnental  Affairs 
TOO  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA 

Dear  Sam, 

Attached  is  .m.  sddUional  Infomatlon  regarding  the  tunnel  Impacts 
resulting  from  conrnerdal  development  on  Bird  Island  Flats. 

(1)  ^^--T  ''°krratr«re^^»rle?^.twetrr."1ncrrhe^.  ^, 

:S2re]nr?rcto"refer?:d1o%;:l"97rSe  onl..     A  further  amplification 

is  included  here. 

The  .1r  quality  Impacts  o^t^%^--S,!rtExh1bn%)"onrc:n  " 
the  Final  EIR/EIS.     From  t    s  »«"  '„    ^^^      Je    to  clercl.l  develop- 
derlve  the  actual  Incremental  ""^"^^J,""!"  oueuelno  Increases  by 
ment.     As  you  wl"  .s«.  °'tL'.f  ,Sl  ?nc;ease  In  CO  that  would  be 

lfSirf.:ri;s^lletrt%rufe^irt^tirnlcfrro^%ur  standpoint. 

,2)     in  my  last  letter  (Oan     14)^  "rnel'p^aRTourioId^  'iZ  TtUcL 
YrU  Logan  will /un  counter     o  the  tunnel  peak^h^  ,uustr,te     . 

tables  and  charts   ^Exhibit  B)  obtaineo  iro  ^^^^^  ^^  ^ 

tunnel  flows,  document  ^^''.'^JJ^^J^^Shan  Tunnel,  which  has  been  operating 
the  morning  rush  hour,  and  the  .^^J   f/"  ^Hei^een  4  -  6  p.m. 
under  its  peak  capacity  approaches  Its  peak  between 

(3)     we  have  done  a  variety  of  calcu^t;o;s  to  estima^^^         .ax.mum^^^^ 
peak  hr  traffic  flow  generated  by  con^eraaiaeP^  ^^^.^^^^  p^^ 
Flats.     That  maximum  volume  a^^o^^Js  to  a^?"J°j°,taTiy,  600-700  vehicles 
Lifch  undoubtedly.  ^o^^^^J^^PIifderStiizld  Sumner  Tunnel  capacity  during 
also  represents  the  amount  of  "jf  ^"J;  ^'^^  the  North  EncVCentral  Artery, 
the  evening  rush  hours  due  to  the  egresb  a 

r     *u«,.  .jcciiPQ  we  want  to  note  to  you.     In 
There  are  a  variety  o^o^^^eV^^t?on  rttes  without  taking  credits  for 
the  EIR  we  considered  maximum  trip  generation  rates  wix 

trip  reductions  s-uch  as: 


.=,rp  TfRMl\ALS-10BlN  MEMORIAL  BBIDGE-MANSC  or-  FIELD 
»,«PORT.P0PT  Of  BOSTON  GENERAL  CARGOK-A«.r.tTtRMl%-LS       U  ^_2_y 

t         t»ERAT,NG    BOSTON  LOOAMNTERNATiONALAmPORl      O     ^^^^^jT  FOR  NEA  ENGLAND  COMMERCE 


-  many  people  using  the  hotel/conference  center  will  not  use  vehicles 
on  the  Logan  roadway  system, 
e«mo  nf  thP  vehicles  going  to  the  connercial  development  portion 

need  to  travel  to  Logan  daily. 
We  would  be  willing  to  discuss  these  or  other  aspects  with  you  at 
your  convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Norman  J.  Faramelli 
Director  of  Planning 


NJF/ly 
^  Enclosures 
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Tiinngi   Impacts 

The  algoriy^m  used  by  BBN  to  model  tunnel  Impacts 
xas  as  folTovis: 
istlvte  24-br-  «»i«sions  .ccording  to 


"•24 


*pk-hr 


vhere  a  (queue  f.ctor)  -  10.21 


197B 

1979 

1982 

1987 

1993 

2000 


Idling  Emission  Factors 


in 

q/vehicl 

e-minut 

NOx 

? 

CO 

HC 

TSP 

• — 

'   *♦ 

25.53 

l.Bsl 

0.30 

" 

23.39 

1.67 

0.33 

~ 

16.22 

1.20 

0.39 

"• 

8.26 

0.7A 

0.A5 

' 

5.87 


0.62 


0.A6 
0.46 


*AsBU»ed  negliglWe 
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amission,  uv..  a  c.   ...  .  K-  •--   •  '1^;-^^;^^     . 

,,)J    (queue  factors)  for  auto  emissions  at  the  Sumner  Tunnel 

Base       NO  Build  Options  &  Light  Mixed  Use  &  Proposed 

V     Year  ^"^       t  H.^vy  ^^^'^^  ^^  ^^^  Developnent_Plan 


1978 
1982 
1987 
1993 
2000 


10.21 


11.29  ^2.13 

12.64  13-^^ 

13.74  1^-96 

14.38  l^-""^ 


pueu.  factors  change     b,  the  ratio  of  total  vol^e  to  1978  vol»e  tines  the 
base  10.21 

•     .         -A?  (IEFU42  is  derived  from  700  vehicles*X  60  min/hr  X  1  kg/1000  g 
Peak  hour  emissions  =  42  Ut^)-'♦^  is  ae- .vc 
^(modelled  as  a  parking  lot) 

r.  M?  ft  ceoaration  distance),  from  beginning  of  queue 
'tS\hrtfc^.l.r-""'"TMrcrrrrs^o:5s"trrl.nes  .  2.100  feet  ion,. 


base  10.21 
(2) 
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Appendix  A-3  -  Letters  and  memos  on 
Traffic  Impacts  transmitted  to  MEPA 
on  February  13,  1981 . 


nossport 

,H10Hrr.     BOSTON,  ««ASSACHUSE-n»    or  10    (»17)  *82.2«30    TILEXM-0365 

February  13.  1981 


Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Leverett  Saltonstall  Building 
100  Cambridge  St . 
Boston,  Mass.  02108 

Attn:   Mr.  Samuel  Mygatt 
Dear  Sam : 


Attached  are  three  memos  submitted  to  me  by  consultants 
to  tht  A^thori^y  that  further  explain  the  work  presented  m 
the  FEIR  and  are  intended  to  clarify  some  of  the  concerns 
raLed  by  you  and  your  staff.   For  your  i^f^P'^H^^'^^Vftv 
^?rflic'Ubers  us^ed  in  ^h^  caie.latxon  o  ^^^^^  -r^quaUty 

o^?^?;rF?inr;  g  s  '^-I'l'loYM^   on  revised  pages  A-12  to 
A-20  B-72-73.  and  C-105  which  V7ere  submitted  to  you  on 
January  16.  1981. 

The  three  memos  deal  with  the  following:   <A>4?/floSs' 
ment  I^^ichard  "angen. supplies  information  -  tra  f  c Jlows 
and  congestion,  utilizing  less  conservative  "if  B   because 
ra?es  and  traffic  flo«  data  than  we  used  ^"  the  FEIR  because^ 

queuing  assuiBptions  used  ^"^  th^/"M!^^"  (|)   at  you  will 
Sir  quality  i"P"t!.j.',^an;;^llbe  realized, ^^(B^^  ^^  y^^ 

remember  from  the  rElK,  tne  eignu  '."i        .  <r  mitieatine. 

tunnels  are  projected.  ^^^1??^ ^^^P^^^^fe  e?ght  hour^?0  standard 
n,easures.  to  be  substantially  under  the  eight      ^^ 

set  by  EPA.   As  that  is  the  9^je  /he  tti^  °^^ie   further 
the  individual  ameliorative  impact  of  each  poss      interested, 
mitigating  measure  ^^^J^-^^^^^^^/^^eh  a  subsidiary  analysis. 
we  asked  Gordon  Lewin  ^°  P^^fjf J^^^tt  of  various  mitigating 
Lewin  explains  J^  hxs^emos  the  effects  o^^^      ,,^^^,      The 
measures,  including  f^^xi  time.  °"  ^  .   ^^     methodology  and 
first  Lewin  memo  (Attachment  J-)  ^^P^^g^tunnel  use  and  trip 
includes  his  assumptions  a^°^^  .^F^P^^y^f  f  f^ent  from  those 
generation  factors  that  ^^^^^^^^^^^jed  by  us  as  most  likely, 
assumptions  used  by  Hangen  and  regardea  oy  u 


..   .      .,^=:.T. POP- OCBDSTOV  GENERAL  CARG0VAR^^ETER^M^ALS.TOB;^V^VD=.ALBRC:I-^3^y 

•    =^'-"      -■    "  CATALYST  FOR  NE*V  ENGLAND  COMMERCE 


Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Attn:  Mr.  Samuel  Mygatt 
February  13.  1981 
Page  2 

The  second  Lewin  memo  (Attachment  C)  recalculates  the  effects 
of  these  mitigating  measures  on  peak  hour  traffic  by  using  all 
of  the  assumptions  used  by  Hangen.   For  your  purposes.  Attach- 
ments A  and  C  will  give  you  the  combined  effects  of  traffic 
congestion  and  mitigating  measures.   The  numbers  in  Attachment  B 
will  illustrate  the  effect  slightly  different  assumptions  can 
have  on  peak  hour  traffic  projections. 

As  vou  will  see  after  reading  these  attachments,  the 
traffic  flows  and.  obviously,  the  resultant  air  quality  impacts 
would  be  even  lower  than  those  shown  m  the  Final  EIR.   Uur 
air  quality  consultant  will  be  calculating  specific  resultant 
air  quality  impact  reductions  based  on  the  attachment  numbers. 

If  you  should  have  any  questions,  we  would  be  pleased  to 
discuss  these  confirming  results  with  you  and  your  statl. 

Sincerely. 

MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 

■  •:.^;;?-^ 

Norman  J.  Faramelli 
Director  of  Planning 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Mr.  Norman  Faramelli 
Director  of  Planning 
MAS SPORT 


1^ 


DATE:         13  Fabruary,    1981 


REF.: 


80-105A 


FROM:  Vanasse/Hangen  Assoc,  Inc. 


RE.:    TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 
BIRD  ISLAND  FLATS 


INTRODUCTION: 

We  are  transmitting  our  analysis  of  travel  impacts  created  by  mixed- 
use  development  at  Bird  Island  Flats  in  response  to  specific  issues 
raised  by  a  MEPA  Staff  Report  dated  January  26,  19  81.  Our  memo  pro- 
vides traffic  flow  diagrams  indicating  volumes  in  1979,  in  1987 
without  Development,  and  in  1987  with  BIF  Development.   Tabular 
summaries  of  operating  conditions  currently  experienced  and  those 
expected  with  BIF  Development  are  provided.   In  the  following 
sections  of  this  memo,  we  have  briefly  explained  our  approach, 
analysis  methods,  and  conclusions,  for  your  transmittal  to  MEPA. 

DATA: 

Traffic  flow  data  was  obtained  from  the  sources  listed  in  Table  1 
and  was  adjusted  to  provide  a  balanced  average  weekday  traffic  flow 
diagram  (Fig.  1) ,  using  control  stations  operated  by  Mass.  DPW  on 
Route  C-1  and  Logan  Airport  Ramps.   Peak  hour  volumes  were  also 
balanced  (Fig.  2)  on  the  existing  roadway  network,  using  ATR  counts 
from  source  #2  and  hourly  turning  movements  from  Source  #8.   Both 
sources  provided  information  obtained  in  April  of  1979. 

Traffic  flow  through  the  Sumner/ Callahan  Tunnel  and  Central  Artery 
was  derived  from  previous  reports,  existing  Mass.  Turnpike  Authority 
Counts  and  City  of  Boston  information. 
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TABLE  1 
TRAFFIC  COUNTS 


SOURCE 

1).    BOSTON-LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

VESICULAR  TRAFFIC  SURVEY  — 

BRYANT  ASSOC,  INC.    AUGUST  1979 

2)    ADJUSTED  LOGAN  AIRPORT  TRAFFIC  COUNTS  — 

CAMBRIDGE  SYSTEMATICS,  INC.   APRIL  5,  1980 

31    BOSTON  CENTRAL  ARTERY 

19  77  ORIGIN/DESTINATION  SURVEY  — 
TIPPETTS-ABBETT-McCARTHY-STRATTON 

NOVEMBER  1978 

41    BOSTON  REDEVLOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

1974  COUNTS  @  CENTRAL  ARTERY/NORTH  STREET 
ADJUSTED  FOR  STATE  STREET  RAMP  CLOSURE 
TELECON  ALFRED  HOWARD   FEBRUARY  12,  1981 

51    MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 

1975-1980  SUMNER/c ALLAH AN  TUNNEL  COUNTS 
H.  BAKER  TELECON   FEBRUARY  12,  1981 

61    MASSPORT 

PRINTOUT  OF  JANUARY  26,  1980  -  ADT  &  HOURLY 
FLOWS  ON  AIRPORT  RAMPS  &  C-1  . 

71    SUMNEr/cALLAHAN  HOURLY  FLOWS 
1977-1980  —  CTPS 

81    TURNING  MOVEMENT  COUNTS  AT  AIRPORT 

SIGNALS  COPIED  FROM  BRYANT  ASSOCIATES  FIELD 
NOTES  BY  R.  SLOANE  —   CTPS  —  PROVIDED 
FEBRUARY  10,  1981 
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MASSPORT 

Memo 

13  February,  1981 

80-105A 
Page  2 


Preparation  of  1987  Base; 

Balanced  flow  volumes  in  1979  were  increased  on  a  daily  basis  by 
20%  to  obtain  the  1987  average  weekday  traffic  figures  shown  xn 
Figure  3.  This  growth  rate  was  developed  on  the  basis  of  projected 
Airport  activity  growth  and  includes  increased  cargo  actxvxty  as 
well  as  passenger  enplanements . 

Peak  hour  flow  rates  were  increased  by  approximately  13%  from  1979 
to  19  87  and  are  shown  on  Figure  4.  A  lower  growth  rate  for  peak 
hour  traffic  reflects  the  spreading  of  peak  periods  due  to  capacity 
restraints  of  area  roadway  system. 

A  review  of  hisi:orical  trends  reveals  the  growth  factors  used  in 
this  effort  are  high  -  for  example,  Airport  ramp  traffic  decreased 
from  1979  to  1980.   However,  continued  Airport  growth  is  expected 
to  occur  and  recent  trends  were  discounted  (see  attached  Table  3) . 

Trip  Generation; 

Kew  vehicular  travel  demands  created  by  development  c£  Logan  Airport's 

Bird  island  Flats  -  were  generated  fro.  empirical  data  estabUshed 
by  the  institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  and  data  collected  by 
Vanasse/Hangen.   A  suMnary  of  rates  is  shown  in  Table  2  for  land 
uses  expected  as  part  of  the  mixed-use  Development  at  BIF. 

TruoK  trips  generated  by  the  Air  Cargo  and  Freight  Forwarder  activity 
were  assumed  to  be  included  in  the  general  growth  factor  applxed  to 
existing  traffic  data.  Accordingly,  separate  generation  rates  for 
this  activity  are  not  summarized  in  Table  2. 
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TABLE  2 
TRIP  GENERATION  RATES 


PROPOSED  LAND  USE  MIXED-USE  AREA 


ACTIVITY 

AMT 

UNIT 

ADT  TRIP 

RATE/UNIT/PM  PK  HR 

RATE 

IN 

OUT 

Office-'^ 

500 

lOOOSF 

11 

0.27 

1.36 

Hotel-/ 

350 

Room 

8 

0.41 

0.49 

Light-/ 

300 

lOOOSF 

4 

0.11 

0.65 

Manufac- 

t\iring 

TRIP  CALCULATIONS 


ACTIVITY 

AVERAGE 
TOTAL 

WEEKDAY 
ENTER 

TRAFFIC 
EXIT 

PM  PEAK 
ENTER 

HOUR 
EXIT 

Office 

5500 

2750 

2750 

135 

680 

Hotel 

2800 

1400 

1400 

145 

170 

Light 
Manufac- 

1200 

600 

600 

35 

195 

turing 

TOTAL 

9500 

4750 

4750 

315 

1045 

1/   SOURCE   WILBUR  SMITH  &  ASSOC.   ACCESS  ORIENTED  PKG  STRATEGY — 1972 
TABLE  20  -  DAILY  PERSON  ARRIVALS/KSF 
OFFICE  =7.53 

CAR  OCCUPANCY — CITY  OF  BOSTON  PK  HR  CORDON  COUNT  =1.4 
AUTO  ARRIVALS  =  7.53  r  1.4  =  5.38  x  2  =  10.76 
USE:   11  TWO-WAY 

2/   SOURCE   VH  1979/1980  SURVEY  AT  HYATT  REGENCY  &  MARRIOTT,  NEWTON 

3/   SOURCE   ITE  INFORMATIONAL  REPORT  -  TRIP  GENERATION   REV  1979 
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TABLE  3 


AWDT  GROWTH  FACTOR  FOR  BASE  LINE 
1979-1987 


AIRPORT  TRAFFIC 


SOURCE; 


1979  X  1.2  =  1987 

MEMO  MASSPORT  8/26/80  —  AVIATION  FORECAST 
A.  ENG  TO  J.  BREVARD 


ALSO: 


SUMNER/CALLAHAN  TUNNEL  GROWTH 


SOURCE : 


1980  ADT  =  75,571 
1975  ADT  =  67,782 

F  =  1.11     2%/Yr. 

@  8  years  =  1.17 

USE  1.20  FOR  AWDT  FORECAST  FROM  1979-1987 

MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 
H.  BAKER   2/12/81 


NOTE: 


PM  PK  HOUR  FLOWS  GROWTH  1979-1987 


USE   1.5%  ANNUAL/8  YEARS 
=  1.126 

COUNTS  IN  TUNNEL  SHOW  LITTLE  OR  NO  GROWTH 
DURING  PEAK  PERIODS 

COUNTS  ON  AIRPORT  RAMP  SHOW  DECLINE  FROM 
1979-ia8a  DURING  PM  PEAK  PERIOD 
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MASSPORT 

Memo 

13  February,  laSl 

80-105A 

Page  3 


Trip  Distxibution! 

New  trips  created  by  the  BIF  mixed-use  Development  were  assigned  to 
the  existing  roadway  system  in  the  following  manner.   Office  and 
Light  Manufacturing  trips  were  assigned  in  accordance  with  place 
of  residence  of  current  MASSPORT  employees  as  documented  in: 
Logan  Airport  Employee  Survey  by  Cambridge  Systematics  and  Bryant 
Associates,  January  1980. 

Hotel-generated  trips  were  assumed  to  be  created  by  Airport  activity 
and  Boston  CBD.   An  equal  distribution  between  the  two  was  chosen, 
as  shown  in  Tables  4  and  5. 

The  new  trips  were  then  assigned  to  existing  roadways,  as  shown  in 
Figure  5,  on  the  basis  of  minimum  time  path  between  point  of  origin 
and  destination.   Figure  6  shows  resulting  1987  PM  peak  hour  traffic 
flows  with  full  Development  of  the  BIF  mixed-use  area. 

Level  of  Service  Analysis; 

Impacts  of  the  proposed  BIF  Development  on  existing  streets  and 
roadways  serving  the  site  were  developed  through  Level  of  Service 
analysis.   Two  critical  areas  were  investigated:   (1)  The  Sumner/ 
Callahan  Tunnel  Complex  and  the  Tunnel  interface  with  the  Central 
Artery,  and   (2)  The  signalized  intersections  on  the  Airport  entrance/ 
exit  roadways.   A  preliminary  analysis  of  Airport  ramp  merge  and 
diverge  points  on  Route  C-1  indicates  no  capacity  constraints  at 
these  locations.   In  the  projected  (1987)  PM  peak  hour,  it  appears 
all  ramp  control  points  are  capable  of  operating  at  adequate  Levels 
of  Service.   The  Tunnel  and  Signals  are  discussed  in  the  following 
sections  of  this  memo. 
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TABLE  4 
TRIP  DISTRIBUTION 

PM  PEAK  HOUR 
FOR  OFFICE  &  LT.  MANUF .  EMPLOYEES 


ASSUME  TRIP  DESTINATION  = 
SAME  DISTRIBUTION  AS  CURRENT  MASSPORT  EMPLOYEES 

PERCENT 
SECTOR  1   =   4604  EMPLOYEES  54% 

SECTOR  2a  =   1516  EMPLOYEES  (See  Attached    18% 
2b  =   2361  Map)       28% 

TOTAL  =   8481  EMPLOYEES 


SOURCE:  LOGAN  AIRPORT  EMPLOYEE  SURVEY  —  METHODOLOGY 

AND  DATA  SUMMARIES  BY  CAMBRIDGE  SYSTEMATICS ,  INC 
AND  BRYANT  ASSOCIATES,  INC.   JANUARY  19  80 


ROUTE  FOR  SECTOR  DESTINATION 
SECTOR   I  =  Route  1  and  lA 

SECTOR  Ila =  Route  93  &  Rte.-2  North  and  West 

b =  Route  93  and  Rte.-90        South  and  West 
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TABLE  5 


TRIP  DISTRIBUTION  TABLE 
PM  PEAK  HOUR 
FROM   BIF 


USE 

TOTAL 
TRIPS 

TO 
AIRPORT 

TO 

NORTH  VIA 
McCLELLAN 

54% 

TO 

NORTH  VIA 
TUNNEL/I- 9 3 

18% 

TO 

SOUTH  V] 
TUNNEL/I- 

28% 

[A 
-93 

Office 

and 
Light 

875 

0 

472 

158 

245 

Manufact- 

uring 

Hotel 

170 

50% 
85 

0% 

0% 

50% 
85 

NOTE: 
TRIP  DISTRIBUTION/GENERATION 
BIF   AIR  CARGO    /FORWARDERS 

INCLUDED  IN  GROWTH  FACTOR  OF: 
1.13  from  1979-1987 


VOLUMES  ARE  INCLUDED  IN  1987 

BASE  FLOW  DIAGRAM 
SINCE  THIS  IS  NOT  NEW  USE  AT 
LOGAN 
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MASSPORT 

Memo 

13  February,  19  81 

80-105A 

Page  4 


The  two  signalized  intersections  controlling  access  to  and  from 
Logan  are  currently  operating  at  Level  of  Service  D  during  an 
average  weekday  peak  hour.   Capacity,  Level  of  Service  E,  is 
reached  by  1987  vrith  the  No-Build  volume  condition.   Additional 
traffic  created  by  Bird  Island  Flats  adds  volumes  that  are  in 
excess  of  current  roadway  capacities.   Table  6  summarizes  Level 
of  Service  analysis  at  the  intersections. 

Capacity  of  the   Sumner  Tunnel  is  the  critical  element  to  be 
investigated  on  the  outward-bound  trip  from  Bird  Island  Flats. 
To  evaluate  impacts  of  BIF,  three  constraints  on  Tunnel  capacity 
were  investigated:   (1)  the  Tunnel  link  capacity;   (2)  the 
Pedestrian  Signal  on  the  Artery  Frontage  Road  by  Hanover  Street; 
and   C3)  the  Central  Artery  on-ramp  merge  point  with  northbound 
Artery  traffic. 

Figure  7  shows  the  1979,  1987  No-Build,  and  1987  Build  volumes 
passing  through  each  of  the  control  points  identified  above.   The 
capacity  of  each  control  point  was  then  calculated  (see  attached 
sheets  1  and  forecasted  volxome/capacity  ratios  developed.   The 
analysis  indicates  additional  volumes  on  the  Central  Artery  north- 
bound on-ramp  will  be  above  capacity  of  the  merge  point.   The 
Pedestrian  Signal  and  Tunnel  link  can  accommodate  additional  volumes 
before  capacity  is  reached.   However,  this  is  only  for  southbound- 
oriented  vehicles.   Table  7  summarizes  volume/capacity  ratios 
expected  with  BIF  Development. 
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1^ 


.n»    f^A^<^p''/?r'/i=?t  P- 


LOCATION. 


r 


Vanasse  /  Hangen  Engineering,  Inc. 

Consulting  Engineers  &  Planners 
r    184  High  Street,  Boston.  Massachusetts  02110 
,17/482-1870 


CALCULATED  BY 
CHECKED  BY 


^^r^J-^ 


.JOB  No 

SHEET       ■*1       OF 
.DATE        /^      /g^'S  Q^ 

DATE   


TITLE      >r:g^/^/^     i^o/cjxy^s.       >Z^c//  T^rA  tf 


A-3-20 


TABLE  7 


PM  PEAK  HOUR 
VOLUME/CAPACITY  SUMMARY 


LOCATION 


CAPACITY 


1979 


V/C  RATIOS 


1987 
NO  BUILD 


1987 
BUILD 


Tunnel 


3460 


.65 


.73 


.87 


Ped.  Signal 
Hanover  St. 


2000 


.79 


.88 


1.05 


Airtery 
Merge 


2000 


1.01 


1.15 


1.23 
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LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  CALCULATIONS 

SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS 

ON  Airport 


A-3-22 


Critical  Movement  Analysis:  OPERATIONS  AND  DESIGN 

Calculation  Form  2 


J-    secHon ^'^^-^   ■-*-  -    ^^^  

roblem  Statement      O^tv-^x.  ^l^^  (c^ 


Design  Hour  JClAJl^^:-!^^^ 


ri.<.  ei  yJ,'^\.'-<X 


'Up  /-  Identify  Lane  Geometry 

Appro»ch  3 


lep  2.  Identify  Hourly  Volumes 
(HV)  in  vph 


•     ■     • 

»-  I  I- 

y   — ; 


Approach  3 
1 


RT-- 
TH  ». 
LT». 


T-. 
LB=. 


LT.    'go 


T-. 

LB-. 


1 
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MASSACHUSETTS   PORT  AUTHORITY 

TO:  Norr,an    Fararrelli 

FRD'':  Gordon   Lewin 

DA"£-.  February  12,   T  9R1 

RE:  Bird   Island   Flats 

Celculotion  of  peak   period   traffic   ioipact  of  B.I.F.    at   various   sizes   of  co-.rercicl 
developr^ent : 

A.      Office  Developn-ent 

Chart  A  is  a   calculation  of  Peak  Generation  of  Office  Development  at  B.I.F. 
for  100,000  through  500,000  sq.    ft.   of  office  space. 

The  data    is   derived   as   follows    (using  worst  case  assumptions  where 
appl icable. ) 

*'*27f  scjore   feet  of  office   space  per  person   (source:      "Experience 
Exchcrine  Report  Survey",   Greater  Boston   Real    Estate  Board,   Building 
O'.v^ers'and  Mcrisgers   Association,   197R.      Survey  of  office   buildings 
in  Boston. ) 

*''3.e   persons   per  1,033  square   feet  of  office  space 

***3.3   peak  cars   per  1,000  sqi^are  feet  at  1.1    occupancy  le.el 

80.4°  Auto   Drivers 

6 .  7 ^.-  Passengers 

87.1;.  Arrivals  in  Cars 

5.6''-  Transit  and  KassPort  Bus 

;.<'■  l.'clk  and  Other 

■^*'7G'.-  of  all  auto  trips  assur^.ed  to  travel  through  tunnel 
***An  nuTibers  are  one-way  trips 

***Kcce  split,  occupancy  level,  and  tunnel/northbound  split  from 
Lo-.cP  Airport  Erplcyee  Survey  1980 

CHART  A 
PEAK  GENERATION  OF  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT 

Level  of  Development                       ^^'a""^  *  ^    ,  . 
(1.000  sq.  ft.) Total  Lars    Transit    Other Tunnel  Cars 


500 
400 
300 
200 
100 


H37  119  79  ^42 

1160  95  63  345 

862  71  47  259 

547  48  32  164 

287  24  16  86 
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V.anufactLjrino 


Chart  B  is   a   calculation  of  Kenufecturi ng  e-nployment  generated  traffic  at 
B.l.F.      Since  Manufacturing  shifts   break,  at  7  a.rri.,   3  p. it,,    and  11    p.n-,. ,   there 
is  no  peak  period  impact  of  rionufacturing  at  B.l.F. 

The  data    is   derived  as    follows: 

♦**2-3   persons    per  1,030  sqjere   feet   (Source:     "Trends   in  the  Real 
Estate  Karket",   John  E.  'Cunningham,   Exec.    V.P.,     Wang  Labs,   speach 
at   Pier  4,   1/27/81:     "One  Million  Sq.    Ft.   of  Manufacturing   Generates 
Two  to  Three  Thousand  Jobs.") 

**''332-500   sq.    ft.    per   person 

***l.B-2.7  cars  per  1,000  sq.  ft.  at  1.1  occupancy  (We  are  using  2.7 
car  estirate) 

***f-'ode  split:  same  as  Chart  A 


CHART  S 


Level    of  Tevelop-ent 
(1000  Sq.    Ft.) 


Total 


Transit 


Walk   ! 
Other 


Tunnel 
(Off  Peak) 


300 
230 
100 


697 
470 
235 


60 
40 
20 


40 
26 
13 


209 

141 

70 


Hotel 


Hotel    development   has   no   i-r.act  on  peak  hour  movements   through   the 
tunnels       Travel    to   and   froT   c:>v',-.CAn   from  the  hotel    development   is   not_    _ 
anticioated   to   cer.e.-ate  any  significant  contribution  to  the  peak   from  visitors, 
EmplGv^^ent  at   hotels   are  multi-shift  operations   which  will    disperse  travel 
impact   throuohout   a   24-hour   day.      (Survey  Results:     MBTA  Employee  Work  hour 


Survey. ) 


MITIGATION  MEASURES 


A.  Carpoolinq 

Messport  is  developing  a  carpool  promotion  progra 


for  employees  which 


will  include  discounted  parking  rates  for  carpools  and  preferential  parking 
spaces  for  carpools.  We  estimate  that  implementation  of  these  programs  will 
increase  carpool  at  B.l.F.  to  occupahcy  rates  10»:  above  the  current  level  for 
Logan  employees  of  1.1  persons  per  autoiobile. 

Carpool  occupancy  rate  used  to  estimate  the  impact  of  the  mitigating 
ogram  is  1.2  persons  per  car.  Given  the  low  level  of  carpooling  currently. 
10?;  increase  in  occupancy  rate  translates  to  a  100?:  increase  in  actual 


pro 
a 
carpool s 
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E.   Ircreescd  Transit  Usage 

Transit  usage  can  be  increased  by  adding  an  additional  shuttle  bus  loop 
to  serve  the  new'development  at  B.l.F.   In  addition,  pro-iotion,  sale,  and 
subsidization  of  transit  passes  by  employers  as  currently  conducted  by 
Kassport.  can  aid  In  increasing  transit  usage.  We  estlr.ate  that  impler:,enting  the 
shuttle  bus  by  Massport  and  a  pass  program  by  participating  eirployers  can 
increase  transit  usage  by  10-:. 


C.  Ferry  Service 

In  January.  1981,  Kassport  cor^pleted  an  initial  Feasibility  Study  of 
Crn^^   Harbor  Ferrv  Service.   The  study  concluded  that  e  narket  existed  for  sue 
service  particularly  if  development  occurred  at  Bird  Island  Flats.  Uti  izing 
themost  conservative  estir.ates  of  ridership  frorp  the  study,  we  believe  t  .at  a 
ferry  cou?d  generate  ridership  of  at  least  l.B^.-  of  Bird  Island  Flats  enploy^.ent 

D.  Flexible  and  Staqcered  Work  Hours 


h  a 


Flexible   and  Stagcered  Work  Hour  programs   by  employers  can  be  used   to 
read   the   traffic   impact  of  the  Bird   Island   Flats   project  over  a   greater 
riod  of  tire,   thereby  miticating  additional    congestion  reaching  the   tunnel 


at  a   particular  point   in  time. 


3T:s   have   been  widely  adopted   by 


Flexible   end   staggered  nork   hour   progra- -      _ 
businesses   end   Government  agencies   throughout  the  GreaterBoston  area.      F  exible 
work  hours     which  gives   erplpyees   the  choice  of  arrival    times  within   certain 
c       t  s   h       be  n  most     opular   in  office  environments.      In  a   survey  con   ucted 

bHrnjor   insurance  company  in  Boston,   over  two  out  of  every    ,  If"^^;^^!  " 
choose  to  arrive   between   7:3C  and  8:00  a.m.    {69-.).      (Source:     .,BTA  \oriable 
Work  Hours   Report.  ) 

While   som.e  manufacturing   firms   (particularly   in  electronics)   offer 
flexitim.e,   most  operate  on   fixed  shifts  which  change  outside  of       e   peak   p.,  lod . 
The  typical   multi-shift  operation  has   daytime  employees   start  work   at  7   a.m. 
end  leave  v/ork   at   3 :0C   p.m. 

Our  estimates  of  flexible  work  hours  is   based  on  69'.-  of  f?!^>'^f 
arriving   between  7:30  a.m.    and  8:00  a.m.    and  leaving   between  3:30  and  4   00   p.m. 
?he   re~   inino   3r:  are  estimated  to  arrive  between   8:00  and  9:00  a.m.      O-'^'^n 
coTpani'     offer   arrival    times   between   9-10  a.m..   very  few  employees   choose    .hese 
hou  It   i      important  to  note  that  these  work   hour   programs   can     e  expec   ed 

to  Ip^ead  demand  over  a   two-hour  period,   each  at   the  beginning  and   end  of  the 
work   day.   rather  than   a   six-hour  period  or  more. 
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CHART   C 

PEAK  GENERATION  OF  OFFICE  DEVELOPK-KT 
WITH  KITIGATION  EFFORTS 

1.  10?;  Increase  in  Car  Occupancy 

2.  10^-  Increase  in  Transit  Usage  (Transit  Passes  &  Bus  Loop) 

3.  1 .8/-  Ferry  Usage 

4.  691-  of  Employees  Arrive  Between  7:30  and  8:00.  Leave  Between 
3:30  and  4:00  p.m. 


**  278  sq.  ft.  per  person 
**3.6  people  per  1,000  sq.  ft. 
**3  peak  cars  per  1,000  sq.  ft.  at  1.2  occupancy 
**70?:  of  cars  travel  through  tunnel 
72'.  Drivers 


14.4';  Passengers 


86.4  Car  Riders 

7.3?;  MBTA  Plus  Shuttle  Bus 


4.4?: 

1, 


Walk  and  Other 
Ferry  Use 


Level  of  Ce\elop~ent 
(1  .000  Sq.  Ft.) 

503 
400 
300 
200 
100 


Fotal  Car_ 

1296 
1037 

778 

518 

259 


Transit 

131 
109 

79 

52 

26 


Walk 


Total   Peak 
Ferry  Tunnel  Tunnel 


79 

33 

389 

121 

63 

26 

311 

95 

47 

20 

236 

73 

3? 

13 

155 

48 

16 

7 

78 

24 
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CHART  D 

EMPLOYKENT  GENERATED  TRAFFIC  (WORK  TRIP] 
TO  KANUFACTURING  DEVELOPMENT 


(Mode  split  and  mitigation  effects  same  as  in  Chart  C  except--cars  per_ 
1,000  sq.  ft.  =  2.5  due  to  different  employment  density  of  manufacturing 
and  that'there  is  no  peek"  tunnel  impact  due  to  work  shifts.) 


Level  of  Development  Total  ,  ^  ,  ^    i 

Cars   Transit   Walk   Ferry   Total  Tunnel 


300 

648 

66 

40 

16 

194 

200 

432 

44 

26 

11 

130 

100K 

216 

22 

13 

5 

65 

CHART  E 

COI'SINED  OFFICE  AND  KANUFACTURING 
NO  MITIGATION 


U.e,^of  Oeve1op.ent  To.;  _^^^      ^^^^  ^.-^e,^^^   ^^^,^..;..  ^^^ 


500  Office        ,2134     179 

300  KanufoCturing 

400  Office        1620     135 

200  Manufacturing 

200  Office        782      68 

100  Mc'"'ufac  taring 


Tunnel 
}-3: 

119  209 

89  141 

45  70 


Tunnel 


442 

345 
164 


CHART  F 

COMBINED  OFFICE  AND  MANUFACTURING 
WITH  MITIGATION 

,   „        ,             ♦      T^+,1  Tunnel  Tunnel 

Level    of  Deve1o?-.ent     Total                          ,,  ,,  r             ■^  ^   n  m  fl   ^-15 

(1.000  Sq.    Ft.)              Cars       Transit       Walk  Ferry_3^ij)J,__4^.J  b_ 

119  49            462  121 

39  37            345  96 

20  18            177  48 


500  Office  19^^  197 

300  Kcnufacturing 

400  Office  1459  149 

200  Manufacturing 

200  Office        •  734  74 

100  Manufacturing 
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MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 

TO:  Norman  Faramelli 

FROM:  Gordon  Lew  in 

DATE:  February  12,  1981 

RE:  Re-Calculation  with  Hangen  Data 

Per  your  request,  I  have  re-calculated  auto  generation  and  mitigation 
charts  of  my  "Bird  Island  Flats"  memo.  All  assumptions  are  the  same  except  the 
following  which  were  changed  to  conform  with  those  of  Rich  Hangen  for  the 
congestion  analysis: 

1.  Peak  hour  auto  generation  is  calculated  at  1.36 

2.  46^^  of  auto  trips  assumed  to  travel  through  tunnel 

CHART  A 
OFFICE  GENERATION 


Level  of  Development 

(1 .000  Sq.  Ft. ) Total  Cars Tunnel  Cars     Generation  Factors 

500  680  313         11  ADT/1,000  Sq.  Ft. 

400  544  250 


*""  ?::  'oQ          lor  5.5  entering 

300  408  188         Lh^.i.c/innn  en 

200  272  125 

100  136  53 


vehicles/1000  sq.  ft.) 


CHART  B 

MANUFACTURING  GENERATION 

Level  of  Development 

(1,000  Sq.  Ft. Cars Tunnel 

300  195  90 

200  130  60 

100  65  30 


4  ADT/1000  sq.  ft. 
(Two  entering 
vehicles/1000  sq.  ft. 


CHART  C 

OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  WITH  MITIGATION 

Level  of  Development  Total 

(1.000  Sq.  Ft.) Cars Tunnel Peak  Tunnel 

500                 617  284            88 

400                 494  227            70 

100                123  57           18     A-3-45 
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CHART  D 
MANUFACTURING  WITH  MITIGATION 

Level  of  Development  T.mnpi 

(1,000  Sq.  Ft.)  Cars lunHii 

200  121  56 

100  60  28 


CHART  E 
COMBINED  OFFICE  &  MANUFACTURINf^ 
NO  MITIGATION 

Level  of  Development     Total       "^'^"""J ,,    .  ^c"c^U 
M.OQOSQ.  Ft.)         Cars 3:00-4:00 ^'M-S-Jb 

500  Office/300  Manf.  875  90  313 
400  "  200  "  674  60  ^5U 
200   "    100  "         337         30         125 


CHART  F 
COMBINED  OFFICE  &  MANUFACTURING 
WITH  MITIGATION 


Level  of  Development      Total      Tunnel      ^\\Zl\^ 
(1.000  So.  Ft.) Iirs h^ 4j^_SJt) 

500  Office/300  Manf.       798        279         88 
400   "    200  "  615         Z13  ^ 

200   •'    100  "         306        107  3b 
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APPENDIX  A-4  -  Letters  related  to  the 
Final    EIR 


HAND-DELIVERED 


ihiohct.  ■onof«. tiAMACMuarre  onio  (ewMUzwo  tilex»«0365 


January  22,  1981 


Mr.  John  Bewick 

Secretary  of  Environmental 

Affairs 
100  Cambridge  St. 
Boston,  Ma. 

Dear  John: 

Following  up  on  our  conversation  of  yesterday,  I 
was  most  distressed  to  learn  that  your  staff  has  now  can- 
celled the  meeting  scheduled  this  afternoon  to  review  the 
status  of  the  Bird  Island  Flats  project. 

I  believe  your  canceling  the  meeting  today  to  discuss 
the  technical  issues  around  this  project  and  requiring  a 
supplemental  EIS  effectively  will  kill  the  development  for 
this  construction  season  and  drive  air  cargo  carriers  currently 
committed  to  Bird  Island  Flats  to  other  regions  of  the  country. 

The  economic  stakes  in  this  development  are  quite  high, 
not  only  for  the  metropolitan  area  but  for  the  entire  New 
England  region. 

This  project  means  more  than  3000  construction  and 
permanent  jobs.   John,  I  would  ask  you  to  set  aside  one  half 
hour  today  to  talk  with  me  about  this  project.   I  believe 
that  we  certainly  should  be  able  to  resolve  any  outstanding 
issues  your  staff  may  have  at  that  time. 


Davis 
Executive  Director 


DWD/ell 


c.i«*T,sGBOSTO^tOC.^.^•n«^AT.ONA..mPOBT.^ORTO.  BOSTON  ct^e«A.CAHCO^,A.,^ETER^.^..s.TOB.NMe.omA.B«oc..HA^scaMmtD 

CATALYST  FOR  NEW  ENGLAND  COVMtRCt 
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January  23,  1981 


Mr.  John  Bewick 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  St. 

Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  John, 

In  view  of  the  complexity  of  the  Bird  Island  Flats  EIR  Process 
and  the  public  interest  in  the  issues  it  raises,  we  are  prepared 
to  accept  an  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  February  13  with  a 
determination  of  the  Secretary  by  February  20. 

We  recognize  that  this  process  has  given  rise  to  an  unusually 
broad  and  complex  range  of  comments.  Ke  will  use  this  extension 
to  provide  further  clarifying  comments  and  views  of  others  who  have 
been  involved  in  the  process  which  we  have  been  monitoring  closely 
in  recent  weeks.  Nonetheless,  it  is  our  view  that  the  FEIR  analysis 
is  adequate  as  it  now  stands. 

With  all  federal  approval  now  in  hand  and  a  commitment  from 
vou  to  complete  the  state  review  in  four  weeks,  this  important 
regional  project  can  move  forward  for  this  construction  season. 

Sincerely  yours, 
MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


David  W.  Davis 
Executive  Director 
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CATALYST  FOR  NEW  ENGLAND  COMMERCE  • 


^xecaUve   (y/^ice  e/ Onvircnmenlcu   S^j/^cri 
SSoUon,   ^Ma^ioJuAetti  C2202 


EDWARD  J.  KING 

Governor 

JOHN    A     BEWICK 
Secretary 


Janxiary  23,  1981 


Mr.  David  W.  Davis,  Executive  Director 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
99  High  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Mr  Donald  J.  Loritz ,  Secretary 
East  Boston  Land  Use  Advisory  Council 
294  Marginal  Street 
'East  Boston,  MA  02128 

Gentlemen: 

RE:    EOEA  No.  03587.  Bird  Island  Flats 

Both  Mas sport  and  EBLUAC  have  requested  that  I 
extend  the  time  for  review  of  the  Final  EIR  on  the  Pro- 
posed Development  of  Bird  Island  Flats.   I  grant  this 
request,  with  the  following  conditions: 

1  Massport  shall  mail  copies "^f  the  addenda  to  the 
FEIR  to  all  persons  who  have  been  furnished 
copies  of  the  Final  EIR.   The  addenda  should  be 
mailed  on  January  26,  1981. 

2  Additional  comments  or  responses  to  comments  may 
be  submitted  until  the  close  of  business  on 
February  13.  1981.   I  shall  take  into  considera- 
tion all  such  comments  and  responses,  and  shall 
issue  my  decision  on  the  adequacy  of  the  Final 
EIR  on  or  before  February  20.  1981. 

3  All  comments  received  will  be  available  for 
review  at  the  MEPA  Office. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  A.  Bewick 
Secretary 

JAB /kg 

cc:   All  commenters  on  Final  EIR  A-4-3 


February  6,  1981 


Mr.  John  Bewick 

Secretary 

Department  of  Environmental  Affairs 

The  State  House 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Secretary  Bewick: 

H 

JuSity  concerning  this  project.     For  your  info™.tion,  these 
concerns  include: 

1^     ThP  Citv  strongly  supports  the  so-called  mixed  use  development 
^     Ilona  the  western  portion  of  the  Bird  Island  Flats,  and  we 
"onv^ncfd^tL  documentation  included  in^^^^^^ 

Tmnart  RpDort  and  by  our  own  review  that  this  mixea  use 
Kop™rilUsuLtantia11y  diminish  the  no,se  e.pos.re 

from  existing  and  proposed  airpUne  act  vity.     As  yo"  Jnow, 

rfw^n^iry^oS^irn^rrore^tru^nLrsjc^r  Kh. 

II  r*DPDartment  of  Transportation  Act  as  well  as  presenting 

SIS  rho^tU1.^lJ^1:^s;r^^ 

orovides  for  substantial  reduction  of  no  se  exposure  in  the 
KS?:;1en:;ie  areas    and  in  addition  w,      en  .n^the 

«ur^  ge  ^sa'nt  looking  buildings.  «hichwi      serve 

«  I^.dditional  r,easure  to  mitigate  ^;™?!„"  ^J^,???  ° 

-tTf\hrpX'cf  2?n%"rrc^erprio*r^?o  ^^:^  ^n 

aviation  activity  in  the  project  area. 
Kevin  H.  White.  Mayor  /  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR  /  Boston  City  Ha.i  /  Cty  Ha„  P.aza  02201 
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«x  TK«  r^fx/  rpmains  concerned  with  the  amount  of  aircargo  activity 
2)  The  City  Jf  J^^^-^^^^g^t  and  the  orientation  of  the  buildings 

:2're^TtVd    ei^coSliSerrd  i^^ 

Slare  hopeful  that  there  will  be  adequate  treatment  of  this  very 

Important  subject  during  the  extended  comment  penod. 

r»^  ThP  ritv  is  concerned  with  the  implication  of  encouraging  freight 

^^  I  owl^Hino  activity  as  proposed  in  the  plan  for  Bird  Island 
forewarding  activity  as  p  p^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^^^^ 

Flats,  ine  tast  ^"JJ    should  be  located  away  from  the  airport, 
truck  generating  activity  |JJ^^°^^   ^s  to  and  from  the  airport 

comment  period. 

4)  The  City  is  concerned  with  the  ^^^^^^^^^  ^^'^ 

upon  the  community  ?^J29^;|^^°  ^^^.^'aP^-JitC  has  been  a  major 
As  you  know,  general  aviation  ground  activty  n      ^^^^^^_  ^^^ 

source  of  noise  to  the  Jeffr  es  P°'"J^^^Jr°^ation  to  Bird  Island 
project  proposes  the  relocation  °J  f^^f  ^^  f,;'ti?  we  look  during 
Flats,  which  should  reduce  this  a;^^^^y!P^^^aHna  general  aviation 
this  comment  period  for  considerat  on  °^:|^^°^JJ?9^ome  comment  to 
elsewhere.  In  addition,  we  note  with  concern  tnat  some       ^^ 
you  has  encouraged  J^e  consi  erato  of  construct^  an^^^ 
runway  to  accommodate  S^neral  aviation   i ne  t         including 
Report  has  properly  ^^^corded  the  history  of  that  ruy.   ^^.^^^^^ 
the  fact  that  litigation  initiated  by  JJ%^J^^^°;^5%he  Massachusetts 
in  a  court  agreement  between  the  C  ty  of  Boston  ana  x 
Port  Authority  that  the  runway  would  not  be  built  ana    ^^^^^^.^^ 
agreement  was  specifically  voted  by  the  Massacnuse^^^  ^ 

as  an  additional  step  to  mitigate  ^,J"^^9^„JV"^.*h  extended  safety 
Report  for  the  completion  of  Runways  9  and  4L  with  extena 

oppose  any  effort  to  reopen  thn  question. 

5)  Residents  of  East  Boston  ^-^P'-Sr.-fgJ-r^^er.r.^Ution'iJpe 
:?tivitr  rbeUeJe^riraSro'irt^'Jo  use'the  extended  co»ent 
period  to  consider  this  alternative. 

S,  .  Wish  to  note  here  tH.t^^concern  over  the  status  of ^the  existing 

rt;urir;riertrff»^^^^ 

resolved  to  my  satisfaction  and  is  no  longei  a^n 
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In  closing.  In  order  to  protect  the  City's  ability  to  defend  its 
rights  I  am  hereby  filing  my  intent  to  sue  under  the  ^c.sachusetts 
Environmental  Protection  Act.  should  our  concerns  not  be  adequately 
aSdressed  during  this  extended  comment  period.  In  reliance  upon  your 
extension  of  the  comment  period.  I  also  reserve  the  right  of  the 
Citv  to  raise  any  further  concerns  which  may  arise  during  this 
conrient  period,  which  I  understand  leaves  the  record  open  until 
February  13,  1981. 

Finally.  I  wish  to  convey  my  appreciation  to  you  for  providing  this 
additional  period  to  resolve  these  important  Issues. 

Sincerely, 


Kevin  H.  White 
Mayor 


KHW/jc 
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C/ne  SvmCiirfoit   iy/ucc 


lARHY    M.    LOCKE 


February  6 ,  19  81 


Mr.  Robert  VJeinberg,  Chairman 
f'assport  Board  of  Directors 
99  High  Street 
Boston,  V^h   02110 


Dear  Mr.  Weinberg: 

AS  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  Construction  of 
the  Comi^onwealth,  I  ain  writinn  in  regard  ^o  the  Fanal 
Environmental  iTPPact  Statement/Report  recently  filed  by 
the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  concerning  the  proposed 
eevelopnent  of  Bird  Island  Flats. 

I  have  carefully  reviewed  and  analyzed  the  provisions 
contained  within  the  FEIS/P  document  "'^^  their  Potential 
impacts  on  the  Logan  facility,  airoort  tenants  ^^'^/^^irf'^ 
community  users.   This  examinaticx.  indicates  an  undertaking 
o?  major  proportion  and  outlines  an  ambitious  <3eyelopment 
scheme  which  will  require  a  tremendous  ^^^^^j"^;;^  °^^^^ces 
organization's  financial,  ad^i"i  =  t"ti^%*!;^^^^?aats  for 

communities . 

However,  certain  aspects  of  this  proposal  are  of^major 
concern  to  me.   These  ccncerns  focus  on  t..c  .^^*ov  _.. 
principal  areas: 
Future  Development  of  a  CA/Commuter  Reliever  Runway  1V32 

I  strongly  recomment  that  anv  provisions  of  BIF 
development  shSul^  not  preclude  the  near- future  development 
and  utilizatlBH"^  liTall-weather  bi-directional  (14/32) 
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Robert  Weinberg 
6  February  1981 
Page  2 


ruy-instru.ented  GA/Co^uter  Believer^^^ 

runway  facility  1^^*^|?  °^R*cieariy  is  not  a  safe  or 

extension  ^^^^IJ^^^^.^'ilrport  capacity  problems  for 
realistic  solution  jo^*^|P^;^ably ,  the  vake  turbulence 
general  »viat ion.   Ungues tion^_^^^.^3  »^i"*^^ 
vortex  factor  involved  Y^J^^^;  runway  precludes  the 
utilizing  the  e^J;^^^;^^'^^g^'itude  of^ake  vortices  on  15L-33R 
Wassport  "^^^^^^^i^:  /^afetrhazard  to  smaller  GA-type 
would  create  a  "^^^or  safety  n        extension  should  not  be 

•inridrr;d  rnriho^u5d  b^rlSoved  from  the  document. 

w^yf>>^-nge  Complex 

The  proposed  hotel/conference  center  and  ^fi^^.^P-^ 
development^f^IF  ^^-^'icaf  no?  Ssef"  for  the  BIF  site.   The 
This  format  is  not  practical  nor  u.^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^n^neral 
original  purpose  ^°^^|^;iJ°cargo,  relocation  of  ^^^  9^"^"^. 
for  the  development  ^^ .^i^QL^uniay  capabilities.   Therefore, 
aviation  ^^^ivities  and  STOL  runway^  ^P^  „,ixed-use  component 
we  strongly  recommend  the  remo 
from  the  BIF  plan. 

l£in£ral.^vi£^i2IL  facilitv  development 

Aside  from  the  '"^c^/^fj^^  ^-Itrio?  the  centralization 
«Tr  an  excellent  opportunity  ^''i^^f-p  "^  ^he  transfer  of 
S?  fu '  gene"!  -i.tion  f  .ciUtx.s  cn^Bir .  ^^The^^^^^^ 

GA  support  service  ^""^,^"^3855:4000  ft.)  runway  would  proviae 
^C^loupled  "i^J.  14/32  (3850^400.^^^^^  ^^^      5f  ^^'Jeve 
for  maximun,  °P""'")j™p"ate  aviation  community.  He  belie 
"thft  rhttStin'ihoSf  be^nstituted  on  BIF. 

Servi«^oa5wax.l^s«!^il5xi^^  ^^ 

The  proposed  service  J^'JfJete'lS^'exi^ing  roadway 
deficient  in  many  •^Pec".  We  belie       ^^^^t  to  meet  the 

trIlF,  with  certain  ""^^li^lJ^^Slit!  Also,  "ti"»"°2  "' 

nroiected  demands  of  B"     T.Z.   «„„  adverse  impact  on  tne 
?h!  existing  road  would  negate  ^^^^  *°^^^tion  of  the  proposed 

E^ene^hfc^ -i  "«-Fri'  k^^^ 

IpelUioMl  delays  relative  5°^lJ„*Jtn,ar  and  Southwest 

jbirai-n^^sf,urntfy%:sii^^r« .  ^vere  "--;«• 

^-   -1.^  4.T-*ffic  through  a  new  roaa 
Routing  increased  vehicular  tra^^^^^^  effects  on 

ti-ruftir^^iefiiertU^^^^^^^ 

roadway  alignment  and  its  xmp 
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Robert  Weinberg 
6  February  19B1 
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facilities  will  create  an  unt«         experience  a 
intensify  this  situation. 

the  BIF  site; 

??i^:frs;ttrir.nrjr;i.rcM^r/eci"e 

vehicular  traffic  management  methods. 


1. 


2. 


P^^^^i^  T.T^rl  for  MDC  Us^ 


X.  is  essential  *"  «|n?-i,'?/4UrL*?re°Sau"«^t 
,1.5  acre  parcel  «>«  1»"?  P"!"„uct"n  of  a  «wage  separation 
corner  area  of  BIF,  for  the  constructio        ^^^^^^  outfUl 

l^\ir^   ^|H?f  t^nrr^se^rrattoiner^e.  an  essential  pu.Uc 

purpose. 

x„  su^nary.  I  .trongly  l^l,f^ll,flX^\iryl^       ^ 
areas  of  concern  be  "^^^^f  .Hlope^tivelv  worX  alonq  with 
organization.   I. "and  ready  «  =°°Pf  ,„a  assisting  you  in 
•^^l^  l%lTrLl%l\ir^l^^^   review  process. 

.  relieve  strongly  f»t  f e  reco^enaations^ana^co^ents 
contained  herewith,  «ill  "^^!*^^/endetvlr,  therefore, 
:rs?i!vfl^"crt^iru?inrt"oureroni;;ic  competitiveness  as  both 

a  state  and  region. 

I  looK  forward  to  discussing  this  »ost  important  project 
with  you  in  the  near  future. 

Sincerely  yours, 


jarry  M.  Locke 
Secretary 
BMLtcaz 
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February  12.  1981 


Secretary  John  Bewick 

Executive  Office  of  Ehvironmental 


Affairs 
One  Ashburton  Place 
Boston.  MA  02108 

Dear  Secretary  Bevd.ck: 

^  Ehclosed  please  find  copy  of  our  letter  this  date  to 

Mayor  Kevin  White  of  Boston  which  we  wish  to  have  included 
in  the  adnnnistrative  record  as  a  further  conni^t  regarding 
the  Final  EnvironnEntal  Impact  Report  for  the  Bird  Island 
Flats  Developnient . 

C  /  Very  truly  yours, 

mSSACHUSpiTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 

/ 


W.  Davis 
Executive  Director 


O.E..-.C  B.STOS  LOC.S  .^TEP^.T,O^.U  ....OPT.PO.T  o.^os^«^^..^^^^ 


^ 


nassport 


February  12,  1981 


The  Honorable  Kevin  White 

Mayor  of  Boston 

City  Hall 

City  Hall  Plaza 

Boston,  MA   02201 

Dear  Mayor  White: 

We  have  carefully  reviewed  your  letter  to  Secretary 
Bewick  of  February  6  and  have  discussed  the  matter  with 
Massport  staff  participating  in  the  project's  development. 
We  have  also  continued  productive  discussions  with  members 
of  your  Administration.   At  the  outset,  we  want  to  assure 
the  City  that  Massport  continues  to  share  the  overriding 
concern  that  development  of  Bird  Island  Flats  take  place  in 
the  most  environmentally  sensitive  manner  possible.   Vse  _ 
believe  that  the  project  has  been  defined  and  discussed  m 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  with  that  criterion 
uppermost  in  mind.   The  City,  of  course,  stands  to  benefit 
significantly  from  the  development  of  BIF;  at  the  same  time, 
the  City  and  its  residents  would  be  the  principal  parties 
bearing  the  brunt  of  negative  environmental  impacts  that 
might  otherwise  accrue  from  BIF  development.   V^e  are  thus 
writing  to  you  today  to  respond  to  each  of  the  points  you 
raised  in  your  February  6  correspondence  with  Secretary 
Bei!ck.   Moreover,  in  light  of  your  announced  notification 
of  intent  to  litigate  with  respect  to  the  project  in  the 
eveit  that  your  concerns  are  not  satisfactorily  resolved ,  we 
wish  to  provide  assurances  which  we  hope  will  eliminate  any 
nee^for^?tiBation  with  respect  to  a  project  that  Promises 
such  substantial  gains  for  the  City,  its  residents  and  the 
region  as  a  whole. 

1    PrniPct  definition:   mix-ed  use/carno  development. 
While'a  range  of  alternatives  was  discussea  in  the 

Environmental  Impact  Report  as  ^%  P^^^Pf  ^  ""^?\^^  Vixed 
is  clear  beyond  doubt  that  the  integration  of  the  mixea 
ise/burfer  zone  portion  into  the  -^^^^\^'^'' .^^"^^'^IIH'''   °' 
the  development  is  essential  to  the  definition  of  this 
oroiect    Indeed,  the  implementation  of  the  mixed  use  ana 
b'uffer'development  is  necessary  to  achieve^the  required 
mitigation  of  environmental  harm  that  might  otherwise  accrue 
from%he  project.   Moreover,  both  the  '"^^^^  "^^^^^^^f^d 
development  and  the  cargo  improvements  are  directly  ond 


o» 


'  "    ""^   y^*-""  CATALYST  fOR  NEW  EKCLAND  COMMERCE 


inteRrally  related  to  Kassport's  airport  objectives  and  its 
overall  economic  mandate  as  directed  to  the  Authority  under 
?ts  Enabling  Act.   As  a  result,  to  go  forwarC  with  cargo 

^provemeitl  without  a  mixed  use  and  buffer  development 
would  be  to  improperly  segment  the  project. 

Therefore   we  share  your. commitment  to  the  mixed  use  and 
buffer  element  of  the  BIF  development  as  described  in  your 
February  6  letter.   Towards  that  end,  Massport  will  permit 
careo  operations  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site  which  is 
Sesienated  for  cargo  use  in  the  FEIR,  but  will  not  permit 
opirltions  [o  commlnce  on  the  western  portion  of  the  cargo 
S^velopment  area,  unless  and  until  a  d^-^l°P^\^J^,^r"i,ed 
designated  and  a  binding  contractual  commitment  for  a  mixed 
use  and  buffer  zone  development  has  been  obtained   such 
development  to  be  consistent  with  the  [^IB.   Thus   in  making 
this  commitment,  Massport  agrees  with  the  City  that  going 
forward  with  boU.  the  mixed  use  and  buffer  development  is  an 
additional,  essential  mitigating  step  to  protect  the  City 
1.6    \ls   residents  from  environmental  damage  which  might 
otherwise  be  occasioned  by  development  of  BIF  for  cargo 
alone , 

W*  believe  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
^.n.Msllv  as  clarified  and  discussed  in  various  comments 
Ind  responses  to  comments  generated  throughout  the  comment 
ana  response^  adequate  in  considering  the 

^:[  nliaTe  V  ronieAta?  i^pa'ts  o?  »ixed  use  ^evelcp^ent. 

of  the  site  can  be  Achieved  in  the  reasonably  near  future. 
Also  crucial  to  the  agreement  which  we  have  reached  is 

?   Carco  building  final  design/orientation.   Kassport 
^*   Largo  Dui-iuxiife  \°^         p.,   11  V  the  cprr"  buildings 
rHru!rtrL^.5l„iran5"orLrtla"in'^^?rsh  „  w.i  .  acHjeves 

maximum  mitigation  of  possible  ^""""^"'niUes   We 
meeting  the  demands  f^J  i'"P"^'%"'^!°  '"  fshed  is  adequate 
irrHfi^^elt^rrind'^^'elirveTh^i   Jl^nts-?  ceived  duMng  the 

t-rrosftii^^  'T^^l^^''^    -rofni^e  l^-l^^r 


steps  to  mitigate  environmental  harm  might  emerge  in  the 
next  few  weeks  and  months  as  the  final  specifications  for 
the  project  are  drawn  up,  and  during  this  time,  ^J-^is  our 
intention  to  continue  our  on-going  discussions  with  the  City 
and  other  parties  potentially  affected  by  the  cargo 
development  to  ascertain  whether  further  such  measures  can 
be  agreed  upon  by  Massport.   In  doing  so,  o^  course, 
MassDort  would  be  operating  on  the  basis  of  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  as  published  and  commented  on  in 
the  past  few  weeks,  and  in  that  connection,  we  believe  that 
the  City  and  the  Port  Authority  should  view  the  FEIR  as  a 
procedural  and  analytic  basis  for  achieving  our  mutual 
environmental  goals. 

One  such  objective,  of  course,  is  that  the  later 
development  of  the  western  portion  of  the  area  designated 
for  cargo  development  take  place  in  a  manner  which  optimizes 
the  opportunities  for  further  environmental  mitigation   One 
promising  option  in  this  connection  -  a  possibility  which 
Sas  assessed  by  Massport  as  a  design  variant  on  the  main 
east-west  cargo  building  orientation  selected  in  the 
proposed  development  plan  -  was  that  of  constructing  a 
cargo  building  on  a  north-south  alignment  at  the  end  of  the 
main  building!   In  response  to  your  concerns   the  Authority 
is  today  committing  itself  to  construction  of  a  cargo 
building  on  a  north-south  orientation  ^t^he  westerly  edge 
of 'the  main  building  -  and  will  adopt  this  design  detail 
an  additional,  Section  61  mitigating  measure  which  is 
reasonable  and  feasible  -  unless,  of  ^-^^''^f '  ^^^,  ^'^^  ^^^le 
the  Authority  are  able  to  agree  on  an  ^P^-'^tionally  feasible 
alternative  which  is  also  a  superior  means  J^^ J^^^igating 
environmental  harm.   In  doing  so,  the  Port  Authority 
recognizes  that  the  adoption  of  this  design  strategy 
embodies  a  reduction  of  two,  ^"11/^)  cargo  positions 
fi  e    from  eight  such  positions  to  six)  and  this  reduction 
impositions  il  a  key  element  in  the  further  mitigation 
achieved  by  this  approach. 

3   Freight  forwarders  at  BIF.   Massport  provided  for 
the  inclusion  of  buildings  to  house  f'-^isht  forwarders  at 
BIF  expressly  in  the  interest  of  '^emoymg  those  activities 
from  areas  of  the  East  Boston  community  where  they  are 
considered  inappropriate  and  incompatible  land  uses  for  the 
neighborhoods  in  this  area.   We  can  understand, 
neJIrtheless,  that  the  City  has  legitimate  ^^"^^^"^^^^^^the 
effects  that  removal  of  forwarders  may  have  i".  terms  of  the 


as 


prop 


the  more  than  forty  forwarders  currently  located 
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off-airport),  Massport  is  prepared  to  discuss  other 
Dossibilities  for  forwarder  locations  in  the  Boston  area, 
and  will  cooperate  with  the  City  in  resolving  these  issues. 
Once  again,  as  we  arrive  at  understandings  regarding 
additional  strategies  which  would  achieve  relocation  in  a 
positive  manner  and  should  t^ose  inVolve  Massport  action, 
the  Authority  would  be  prepared  to  adopt  such  measures  as 
additional  steps  to  mitigate  harm  under  Section  61  of  MEPA. 

H.   General  aviation  activity  at  Logan.   We  believe  that 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  demonstrates  the 
continuing  concern  of  the  Authority  regarding  potential 
adverse  impacts  from  future  general  aviation  activity  at 
BIF   as  well  as  from  present  activities  which  do  impact  the 
Jeffries  Point  neighborhood.   For  this  reason,  the  impact 
report  assesses  the  advantages  environmentally  of  relocating 
GA  activity  away  from  the  community  and  to  a  more 
appropriate  site  at  BIF.   Nonetheless,  we  will  discuss 
additional  options  for  location  of  GA  activity,  recognizing 
that  many  of  these  may  be  quite  remote  from  the  scope  of  the 
BIF  environmental  review.   If  additional  measures  to 
mitigate  harm  from  BIF  activities  are  agreed  to  be 
appropriate  and  feasible,  Massport  would  follow  through  by 
adopting  such  measures  as  mitigating  steps  within  the 
mandate  of  Section  61. 

The  City  also  expressed  its  continuing  opposition  to  the 
construction  of  a  so-called  "GA/STOL  lM-32"  runway  at  Logan 
and  recounted  in  brief  the  legal  history  associated  with 
this  earlier  proposal.   We  believe  that  the  Final  Impact 
Feport  fully  and  carefully  describes  the  legal  history, 
agreements,  and  Section  61  findings  made  with  respect  to 
that  earlier  proposal,  and  thus  adequately  describes  its 
current  status. 

5    City  and  community  interest  in  additional  mixed  use 

develipmenr: The  City  and  community  have  both  e^P^essea 

interest  in  possible  further  utilization  of  the  BIF  site  for 
mixed  use  commercial  development,  especially  in  terms  of 
areas  of  the  site  planned  for  later  stages  of  cargo 
development.   While  we  are  willing  to  discuss  the  nature  of 
the  later  phases  of  the  development,  it  remains  Massport  s 
judgement  that  the  cargo  areas  should  proceed  as  described 
in  the  FEIR  and  as  described  in  this  letter  today. 

We  trust  that  the  assurances  provided  above  respond  to 
the  concerns  raised  in  your  February  6  letter  and  in 
particular,  reflects  our  basic  agreement  regarding  the  need 
for  the  mixed  use  development  to  provide  mitigation  of 


Sincef ely , 

Robert/Keinber 
Chai 


David  W.  Davis 
Executive  Director 


cc:  Secretary  John  Bewick 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

NEW  ENGLAND  REGION 

U  NEW  ENSukND  OECUTivT  ritnn 

•lMlincton  mass     0I*03 


February   13,    1981 


Mr.  David  Davis 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Port  Authority 

99  High  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02210 

Dear  Mr.  Davis: 

In  order  to  clarify  any  misunderstanding  of  FAA'p  position,  let  me  state  that 
nothing  being  proposed  by  Massport  in  its  Bird  Island  Flats  Environmental 
Impact  Report  would  preclude  the  future  construction  of  a  non-precision 
Instrumented,  bidirectional  STOL-GA  Runway  14-32.   The  establishment  of  a 
full  ILS  with  basic  minimums  would  not  be  possible  due  to  the  existing 
cranes  and  possible  shielding  by  buildings  and  aircraft  parked  in  the 
approach  area. 

The  operational  flexibility  gained  by  constructing  this  runway,  with  or 
without  full  instrumentation,  should  be  compared  in  every  respect  (capacity, 
cost,  environment,  etc.)  to  a  short  extension  of  Runway  15L-33R  as  part  of 
the  Logan  Airport  master  planning  process.   Additionally,  the  benefits  of 

accomf lishing  both  improvements  should  be  considered. 

Sincerely, 
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February  13,  1981 


Mr.  David  Davis,  Director 
Mr.  Robert  Weinberg,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
99  High  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Bob  and  Dave: 

On  the  basis  of  the  assurances  which  you  have  provided  in  your  letter 
to  i^e  today.  I  am  pleased  to  send  to  Secretary  Bewick  the  enclosed 
letter. 

As  YOU  have  noted,  the  development  of  the  mixed  use  and  buffer  zone 
Dortions  of  the  project  is  an  essential  mitigating  measure  to  protect 
the  City  as  well  as  community  residents  from  the  environmental 
^moacls  wh  ch  m  ght  othenvise  flow  from  a  project  of  this  magnitude 
Sord  nqly  this  part  of  the  development  is  the  fundamental  element 
shaping  ?he'city's'evaluation  of  the  integrity  of  the  BIF  project  and 
its  environmental  review. 

Based  on  our  concurrence  in  this  regard  and  on  the  ^^^urances  expressed 
in  vour  letter,  including  our  mutual  commitment  to  arrive  expeditious  y 
1?  further  understandings  on  certain  detailed  items  regarding  scheduling 
of  conmctuarcom^itments  and  construction  activities  for  the  cargo  and 
m  xed  use  development,  the  City  is  withdrawing  its  notif^^atior  of 
intent  to  sue  and  is  waiving  its  rights  to  commence  litigation  on  the 

cy  of  the  EIS  as  long  as  the  project  moves  forwar  as  a  joint 
development  of  the  mixed  use  and  buffer  areas  as  well  as  the  cargo 
portion  of  the  project. 


Sincerely, 


^=fr'd)us=r 


Kevin  H.  White 
Mayor 


KHW/jc 


Kevin  H.  White.  Mayor  /  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR  /  Boston  Cty  Hall  /  C.ty  Hall  Plaza  C2201 
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February  13,  1981 


Mr.  John  Bewick,  Secretary 
Department  of  Environmental  Affairs 
State  House 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Secretary  Bewick: 

Concerning  my  letter  of  February  6,  1981,  I  note  Jhe/ol lowing   I 
have  reviewed  the  record  regarding  the  Bird  Island  Flats  project^ 
as  further  developed  by  Massport  during  the  extended  comment  period. 
I  have  received  the  assurances  of  Massport  that  the  project  wi  1 
'proceed  only  as  a  joint  mixed  use/cargo  development   I  have  also 
?eceived  assurances  from  Massport  that  the  City  of  Boston  and 
Massport  will,  in  the  context  of  on-going  discussions,  reach  further 
understand  ng'regarding  details  of  project  phasing,  staging,  design 
details!  and  certain  additional  reasonable  and  feasible  measures  to 
mitigate  harm. 

Therefore,  I  urge  you  to  find  the  EIS  adequate  for  purposes  of  ^ 
Proceeding  with  a  joint,  mixed  use/cargo  project  and  ifthe  project 
proceeds  on  that  basis,  the  City  of  Boston  waives  its  right  to  sue 
as  described  in  its  recent  notification  to  that  effect. 

Finally,  I  feel  the  extra  time  accorded  this  review  was  adequcte 
and  productive  to  the  City  of  Boston. 

Sincerely, 


^^^jt-^'^.'^jiLzr 


Kevin  H.  White 
Mayor 


KHW/jc 


v>.  - 


Kevin  H.  White.  Mayor  /  OFFICE  OF  THE  MAYOR  /  Boston  City  Hal!  /  City  Hall  Plaza  02201^^^^ 


February  13,  1981 


Secretary  John  Bewick 

Executive  Office  of  Envircnmental 

Affairs 
One  Ashburton  Place 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Dear  Secretary  Bewick: 

The  East  Boston  conimxiity  throu^  its  many  representatives 
has  infomEd  you  of  a  series  of  concerns  and  criticisms  as  to 
the  BIF  project  whidi  the  Massachusetts  Port  Authority  is  pro- 
Dosine      We  have  now  another  major  cause  for  concern:     that 
Vour  office  may  be  thinking  of  deleting  the  muced  use  portion 
of^he  pr^ect!  or  making  it  very  difficult  or  impossible  for  the 
connmity  to  pursue  with  the  Port  Authority. 

The  one  thing  about  this  proposal  from  the  Port  Authority 
that  Se  S^t^fon  commx.ity'^has  agreed  with  is  that  the  nu^^ 
St  porticx.  go  forward  as  a  necessary  ^-^-^^^^^^If^  "^^^ 
from  the  rest  of  the  development  that  may  go  oi  the  site,     we  J^e 
STjSt  Sterested  in  the  buffer  zone  development,  althou^  that 
is  essential  also. 

Vfe  hope  that  you  will  take  our  views  most  seriously  as  you 
cooB  S  yoS  fSal  decision  regarding  the  environmental  review 
process. 

Sincerely, 

Ms.  Anna  DeFronzo 
Chairperson,  East  Boston 
Land  Use  Advisory  Co\Jisel 
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MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


KOBERT  M.  WEINBERG 
CHAIRMAN 


t9  HIGH  STREET 

SOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS  02110 


February  19,  1981 
HAND  DELIVERED 

Mr.  John  A.  Bewick 
Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  20th  Floor 
Boston,  Ma.  02202 

Dear  John: 

I  was  extremely  encouraged  by  our  discussion 
a  few  minutes  ago.   It  is  my  understanding  that 
you  will  consult  with  your  staff  and  recontact 
me  to  discuss  your  specific  concerns  in  regard 
to  air  pollution  and  traffic  generation  associ- 
ated with  the  Bird  Island  Flats  Development. 

As  I  indicated  to  you,  I  am  prepared  to  sit 
with  you  at  your  convenience  and  negotiate  an 
acceptable  solution  to  your  concerns. 

As  you  know,  we  believe  the  Bird  Island 
Flats  project  is  extremely  important  to  the 
regional  economy  and  believe  that  there  are  ways 
to  deal  with  the  concerns  which  you  have  about 
the  project. 


Sii^cexely  >ours. 


Robert  M.  Weinberg 
Chairman 


RMW/es 
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^Ktssport 


February  23,  1981 


Secretary  John  Bewick 
Executive  Office  of 
Ervironmental  Affairs 
100  Cartridge  Street 
Boston,  Mass.  02202 


Dear  Secretary  Bewick 


,3  dissatisfied  as  we  are  with  your  ^^^^^^^^^^^'^ 
regarding  our  Final  ^^^l^^J^fl;  folr   stated 
island  Flats  «f ^^^^^^'^"  ^^"'^^^  you  indicated,  we  have 

rationale  fcr  ^^^^^P^^iileuslions  ar.onc  principals  and 
had  virtually  countless  dascussio.^^^^^^  .^  ^^^  ^^^ 

staffs  concerning  the  ^'fl  ^^^   ^^ixed  use  aspects 

analysis  ^ccor.panyin.  the  cargo  a^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  your  cornr.ents 

of  the  project.  ^^'^'^ J— -^Jlll   draft  EIR  subr.itted  las. 
both  during  scoping  and  on  the  dr.     ^^^^^^^^^^  ^^^^^.^ 

sur.Tr.er.   ".orecver,  ^^f  ^"'f^'^^ion  you  recor.nended , 
our  consultant  whose  selection  y       ^^cuested  in 

provided  the  adoitional  iv;^"!:^:  anoropriateness  of 
^rder  to  clarify  and  conf.rr:  the  approp        ^^^^ 

assu-xtior.s  used  m  ^^^^^^  J^^^  t'^  of  that  clarifying 
s-aff  ^as  acknowleoged  the  aaequa-j/ 
and  confirndng  inforr.ation . 

The  role  of  the  Secretary  of  ^-^-^^^^^'f or'a^ 
at  this  stage  of  an  en-f-"^;t,fe:/and  cor/ent  on  the 
Tjroiect  such  as  BiF  is  to  ^^Mev^     Section  62  et  sec 
Td^fuacy  of  our  analysis  pursuart.^.^ect  ^^^  _      ,,etly 
of  the  ^Massachusetts  ^nvironmen  Secretary 

stated,  the  c/^^fion  to  be  reviewed  y^^^^^^^^  ^^  evaluating 
is  whether  our  EIR  is  ^nalytlcaiiy        evaluating 
the  ir.pacts  of  the  proposed  ac^i^^  ^,^  .litigating  measures. 

reasonatle  f^^^f^l^^^Jes  in  our  view. 
The  answer  is  ciea.  i>  y^^' 

.    ,r.   the  forn  of  an  inadequacy 

har«^cr;.^/SvSSenn"ln^ronforn.n.  acU.e  .Uea  use 


.^ c.,^■rtP.■.•.^;:E•TOE•.^•^•.•c^Rli.B>=DCE•ni^s::•■  • 
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Secretary  John  Bewick 


_2-  February  23,  19E1 


v^^-h  air  carpo  Is  somehow  "wrong."   That  is,  you  state  that  you 
"ar;  "IdLantly  opposed"  to  the  .ixed  use,  and  that  you  personally 
favor  cargo  development  on  a  stand-alone,  segmented  basxs. 

^^^g^^c-^t  has  taken  great  care  to  meet  the  spirit  as  well 
PC  lo-'t^^'^o^  the  Kassschusetts  environmental  law  as  we. I  as 
the  N'-trona'l  Environmental  Policy  Act,  MEFA's  federal  companion 
^i^^atute   It  w£c  in  this  context  that  Kassport  entered  into 
discussions  with  the  City  of  Boston,  the  municipality  which 
i^lbea?  whatever  negative  environm.ental  impacts  there  wllx 
trrrom  ?he  BIF  projeft,  to  reach  an  agreem^ent  on  a  full  range 
1%  l^t^'ltlnl   measures.   It  was  clear  that  the  mixed  use  buf.er 
?[se'l'  is  regarded  Is  the  most  fundamental  m.easure  of  r.itigation 
ih'ch^ould  be  adopted  by  the  pro.iect  P^^P^^^f  J  ^^\^r?f,^ 
to  the  entire  BIF  project.   Thus  our  agreement  with  the  City 
tr  i^orose  a  r^xed  use/cargo  project  was  an  acknov:ledgem:ent 
by  fiss'^rt  that  the  project  was  conceived  as  an  integrateo 
one'  and'  th=t.  while  there  may  be  sor,e  necessary  project 
ccns'?u  =  ti"on'phasing,  no  attem.pt  to  segm.ent  the  m  xec  use 
element  ^ro'  the  cargo  element  would  be  made.   xh-S^gree..,e..t 
norro's^gment  m.ay  be  regarded  as  very  little  more  t^-^^^^.^^^^_  _ 
sir,p:e  restatement  of  environmental  l^w  o..  project  seg...-nT._  .a 

I^  is  plain  from  these  negotiations  '^hat  the  Passive 
VV-- P-  ii  a^  alternative  unacceptable  tc  the  City  and  the 

as  "th"  Fncst]  environmentally  advantagecs  ^-^--r,  "  ^^'  , 
"ich^Bus:  alsc  be  seen  as  an  '""■"Ji^'-i^^,"!™^;^^^-?^  r 

^..  ..^  „.,.  „-.,,  reelect  en  the  quality  of  the  t-R  anaij^is  ci 

basis  for  a  declaration  of  EIR  inadequacy. 

"PVP^^^heless   it  is  also  within  the  spirit  of  MEPA  that 
a.ever.heiess,  a^  ^-    °-         „      ^t^  should  make  still 
even  in  our  disagreement  with  y^^'^'^^^-^^-^.^'h  you  before 
another  attempt  to  review  the  ^^^  PJ^^^,^^;^!!:  r^/^o  confirm 
Droceeding  with  corx.encement  or  with  litigation  lo  coi^i^ 

ESii'/ro.^"n^?^L-:j«r.s.^?^n-^c???;-«rii»j:....u 
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February  23,  19?1 


the  BIF  project  to  you  for  your  formal  review  and  comment 
regarding  the  adeauacy  of  our  analytic  process.   You  suggest 
two  possibilities  for  this  further  review,  a  revised  FEIR 
or  a  Notice  of  Project  Change.   By  one  such  or  another 
technique,  we  v.'ill  provide  you  with  additional  documentation 
for 'the  record  in  this  matter  which  will  further  address 
Passport's  prcrosal  for  implementation  of  this  project. 
V.'e  intend  to  provide  this  resubmittal  to  you  within  one 
weel--  from  today.   Our  willingness  to  do  so  is  expressly 
based  on  your  ir.forji.al  corjrdtment  to  us  th£.t ,  if  we  rc3utr.it 
the  project,  vcu  will  complete  your  review  and  provide  your 
formal  further  comment  regarding  the  project  within  one 
week  of  our  resubm.it  tal . 

Finally,  we  are  constrained  to  say  that  our  notification 
today' of  our'intent  to  resubmit  the  project  is  in  no  way  to 
be  constru-'d  as  an  acknov.'ledgement  that  such  a  resubmittal 
is  reau^red  or  as  a  waiver  of  any  of  our  legal  remedies  under 
the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  or  otherwise. 

We  tr.st  that  this  matter  can  be  resolved  expeditiously. 

Sincerely, 

WiASSACHUSETJS   PORT  AUTHORITY 


)avis 
Executive   Director 
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MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 

99  High  Street         Boston,  Massachusetts  02110 


David  W.Davis 
Executive  Director 


February  24,  1981 


The  Honorable  Edward  J.  King 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth 

of  Massachusetts 
State  House 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Governor  King: 


02133 


commercial  developments  which  are  proposed 
as  an  active  buffer  for  the  project. 

T  iust  want  to  repeat  the  obvious;  If  you 
fe'el  thTa  meeting  would  be  helpful.  I'm 
certainly  available. 

Sincerely, 


mcBsport; 
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I  ^^1  •  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

♦•,.  ^-,1^'  REGION  I 

J  F.  KENNEDY  FEDERAL  BUILDING.  BOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS  02203 

February  24,  1981 

Mr.  Gerald  D.  Curtin,  Chief 

Airports  Division 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Mew  England  Region 

12  New  England  Executive  Park 

Burlington,  MA  01803 

Dear  Mr.  Curtin: 

This  letter  is  to  follow  up  on  our  January  30,  1981  letter  to  FAA  and  your 
recent  meeting  with  EPA  staff  and  Massport  concerning  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  Bird  Island  Flats  project  on  air  quality. 

We  continue  to  be  very  concerned  about  the  significant  impact  this  project 
could  have  on  air  quality  due  to  generated  automobile  traffic.   As  you  know, 
we  believe  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  did  not  contain 
sufficient  information  to  allow  a  determination  as  to  whether  the  project  can 
proceed  in  compliance  with  the  Clean  Air  Act.   We  are  pleased  that  at  the 
February  12.  1981  meeting  agreement  was  reached  on  what  steps  need  to  be 
'  taken  to  develop  the  necessary  information.   It  is  our  understanding  that 
Massport  will  undertake  the  following  activities: 

-  redo  the  air  quality  analysis  using  the  year  1987  to  accurately  reflect 
the  project's  anticipated  start-up  year; 

-  revise  the  8-hour  CO  impact  analysis  and  include  the  receptors  suggested 
by  EPA; 

-  show  that  the  project  conforms  with  the  Massachusetts  State  Implementation 
Plan,  as  required  by  Section  176(c)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  by  ;«"°;«J"^^"5 

that  the  project  will  not  create  or  exacerbate  violations  of  the  B-hour  CO 
standard,  and  by  showing  that  the  hydrocarbon  emissions  are  consistent  with 
the  reasonable  further  progress  requirement  in  the  SIP; 

-  fully  evaluate  hydrocarbon  and  CO  reduction  strategies  including  a  one- 
way toll  system  at  the  Callahan-Sumner  Tunnel  and  Mystic  River  Bridge,  traffic 
flow  improvements  at  Logan,  and  vapor  controls  at  jet  fuel  storage  tanks; 

-  re-examine  replacement  parking  options  to  offset  the  new  IBOO-space 
facility  in  accordance  with  the  parking  freeze. 

Since  the  information  described  above  Is  necessary  to  determine  ^^fl'^^^l^^' 
of  the  project  should  proceed  and  what  mitigation  measure,  will  be  necessary. 
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^^.„,,^   ♦«  hold  In  abeyance  yovir  Record  of  Deciaion. 

reaultB  and  how  to  proceed  from  that  point. 


this  further. 
Sincerely 


Richard  R.  Keppler 
Acting  Director 
Environmental  Impact  Office 

cc:   Norm  Faramelli,  Massport 
Sam  Mygatt,  MEPA  Office 
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Governor 

JOHN    A     BEWICK 
Secretary 


Sxecuiive   V/^ce  of  Onvir4)nmenta/  S^/fairi 

iOO   %amCru/ae   C/lrect 

SSo^lon.  Jli^uic^uuC^  C2202 


February  27.  1981 


David  W.  Davis,  Executive  Director 
Robert  M.  Weinberg,  Chairman 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
99  High  Street 
Boston,  MA     02110 

Dear  Messrs.  Davis  and  Weinberg: 

1  have  reviewed  your  letter  of  February  23.  1981,  and  despite  the 

impacts  are  significant  and  severe. 

1  believe  that  Massport  has  made  i^P°^^^,f  .^..^^l^^^.i^/^raJed''''' 
towards  the  identification  of  the  magnUude  °^^f  |  J^f ^  ^..'^J    J^^ata 
impacts  of  development  at  Bird  ^     ?"^,^lf '.-.i^^.'^^he  intersection  of 
showing  that  in  the  absence  ^^XlSraffic  wi   1  be  39?  iler  capacity. 
Cross  Road  and  the  exiting  ^^^P^^i^^^'^^^',,:;,  but  also  assume  that 
These  figures  demonstrate  very  severe  congestion  dux  a  ^u 

i'raddi?ional   vehicles  in  f/^  P^^^.f  ^,7J°°J,'?  ^C^l     h  nSunne"     If 

capacity  condition  from  39.  to  ^^^     Such  projected  over        ^^       ^^^^^^^ 

rairpan?es!irn^c^e  ':^:^Si'.^:^^  nS?  T...  interests  of  good 
a?rport^operations  or  of  a  healthy  urban  environment. 
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r^    ...       9  -         February  27,  1981 
David  W.  Davis,  Exexutive  Director    -  2  '•eD^"«  ^ 

Robert  M.  Weinberg,  Chairman 

sever,!  con.e,.e.ces  of  such  excessive  traffic  de^nd. re  that  exHting^ 

.irport  trips  -".""Vstreet  S«"e   tolif   sU^d^FUtt  to%void  con- 
traffic  would  seek  local  street  access  x-o  d         existing  bus  and  transit 
Jestion  f \':^"''„„Jf  :;^;^,°Ee'^P  e   0   'U  the'dev^lo^IInt  itself  would 
service  to  the  •'r''"  '  "^f  thesianificant  limitations  on  highway  access. 

f :^nner  as  to  avoid  peak  periods  of  congestion. 

AS  you  know,  the  staffs  of  o-^  respective  agencies  have  wor.e^  assiduously 
to  carry'out  their  respective  functio.  so  th  t  a  workable  v^J^^^^ 
emerge  which  meets  the  ^leeds  of  the  J^rpori  a  ^^^   deficien- 

impose  new  environments  burdens  on  f  ^  ^^^^^^^^^^^  recognized,  we  worked 
cies  in  the  traffic  analysis  of  ^^^.^  "' ' ,^!JinQ  anew  the  review  and  comment 
together  to  have  f^m  addressed  wiut  tar  nganew.the^^.^^ 

period.  Even  as  these  efforts  to  aaareb it  Boston 

proceeding.  Massport  was  "f9°^l^^  y^l/.^.'^^^f  t  "e  Miied  U  e  development. 

r^e^rvl^o^^fnt^llithruniTr^Ppre^irti^nTf  5he%ra??ic  and  related  environ- 
mental  impacts  on  East  Boston. 

Thus  far,  the  EIR  concludes  that  i^prove-nts  Jj^^^^  jirport^roadway 
system  will  be  necessary  ^J^^^./^/J^jVr  ?wo   There  is  an  assumption  that 
will  simply  advance  that  date  by  a  ^f  ^  ^^^^^^^-^^ive  the  capacity  problem 
improve^nent  of  the  a^rP^^t  roadway  system  wn  s|_^  incorrect,  however, 
engendered  by  Bird  ^^^and  Flats   This  appeals  to  D^^^^  investigation)  that 
Our  analysis  suggests  (this  should  be  J°f  ^^^'^^''^o^S/cross  Road  intersection 
construction  of  a  U-turn  loop  f^^^  °!,f,^,,fo,  'apa?  ty.  but  that  construction 
will  yield  a  10?   improvement  in  V^f  [^^f  ^JJ^'^solulion  I  have  heard 
of  a  full  Cross  Road  overpass  --the  most  extreme  s  ^^^  ^^^^^ 

advocated  -  will  only  yie  d  a  ^^^ther  3.  improveme  ^^^^^ 

^hat  else,  short  of  J^r'th^t'thrsir  or   ti'o.  Without  ^ixed  use.  woulo 
csoacitv  problems?  Note  that  the  sane  "'^'^T^;::,  '.oqi 
^pear  to  '■em.d,  the  situation  until  approximately  1991. 

An  additional  problem  is  th%°"-=i7°f,,",rpa"V.':i"'be"i5jSbo.e 
--^rbr?9J^  -hLfBTH^^e^n   rn  f  U^ 
6^   ^r'e§u^r^th^o^!«"''r:?T:Joor^?rgior.f  ??:nsport.t1on  lin..  this  is 
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This 


David  W.  Davis,  Executive  Director  -3-  February  27.  1981 

Robert  M.  Weinberg,  Chairman 

?2liel.°"l  b^lS"rS«spo47as  rrespSnsibility  under  HEPA  to  face  this 
issue  squarely  and  to  deal  with -it. 

TK.   leffriP^  Point  comnunity,  among  others,  has  a  stake  in  the  out- 
„„el?%«      r.e;?ene;,.o.o.^ 

mght  suggest  that  ™","%""9"J^?;.°j*3%hiI  less  aircraft  noise.    Thi 
„suU  in  '■^^""f  9.™^,  ,^  ^r  tho"  h    »"S  ifi    cllar  that  the  co-unity 
:L13  sSf?er  |rtrtly"f"oi  thJ-i^pacl-of  the  street  congestion. 

Although  Massport  .ay  fj^^^-^f^nhif  ^vle^hlfyft  to%e'co'nc?Jde5 
"I  'Z[  fSifrf  Au  t:  y         -  ntUth^Prand.FAA^revise  the  air 

and  that  Nasspori:  '^"  =  '-»  ^-^    .}^^..^.  additional  mitigating  measures.     This 
t^:^:Mi:^^^'^^^  rs^ation  »?  SlP^o^pmnce.  should 

receive  MEPA  review. 

,       1      •         T   ;>nnrpriatP  vour  desire  to  complete  the  MEPA  process.     My 
Inclosing.  I  appreciate  your  aesie  v      ^^  ^  ^^^_^^^^  turnaround 

suggestion  of  ^^^o^^"  °,,^;^f 's^.n^pj^on  that  Massport  would  re-examine 
time,  were  P^-^^icated  upon  the  assumption  tnaiP     components  than  can 

its  project  mix  and  build  no  '?f ^  °;.;^^  "°.-J  systems.     An  offset  policy. 
be  accommodated  by  the  region  s  f4J^,P°'^J^,j;°^,'en  it     as  succeeded  in 
by  which  Massport  would  ^dd  new  traffic  on  yw  challenging  to 

reducing  other  J^f^^'^^^^ht  be  an  option.  g^^^  ^^^^^^.^^  ^^^^ 

implement.     Of  course,  any  f^^^^*'   ^ /"   -  nr^Up  harrier  and  address  how 
^S^sfr^J^tirort^^afrircaJ'Sl  als^d! 

Without  a.significant  project  Change    Massport  shoul^ 
refiling  a  Revised  Final   EIR  ^tI'   necessitate  ^   ^^^       Further- 

rr"tL1tftrryn:"u"re^vir^rr?Sdrs5SSirhr"c^™plied  With,  including 

response  to  public  and  agency  comments. 

,  relieve  that  M»»P-t  -="»i  ^^Iff^U^^nrtSars^^cifi?  'ac??onl""' 

rrac:d'ri^pan=?e;ic't^rcUleri?r-e'ff:rtire=:nSfeas^.le^.itigating 

actions. 

Sincerely  yours, 

*John  A.  Bewick 
Secretary 
By  Hand 

cc:  Mayor  Kevin  White 
EPA 
DEQE 
EBLUAC 
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IIGMIT.     ■OrrON.MASSACHUSETTJ    OJIIO    (ei7)4»22«30    TELCXMOjeS 


March  4th,  1981 

Mr.  Merrills.  Hohnan,  Director 

Air  and  Hazardous  Materials  Division, 

U.S.  Environrr.ental  Protection  Agency 

J.F.K.  Building 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02203 

Subject:  Detemi nation  of  Prevention  of  Significant 

Deterioration  Applicability  and  Non-Attainment 
New  Source  Review  Requirements  for  the  Bird 
Island  Flats  Development  Project 

Dear  Mr.  flohman: 

Since  vour  last  comunication  with  our  air  quality  consultant  (Mr. 
C         Chnn  of  Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman  Inc.)  on  February  29.  1980.  % Jew  ^hanges 
in  the  proposed  uses  and  associated  stationary  sources  ^f.^^^^  Bird  Is- 
land Flats  (BIF)  have  been  noted.  These  v/ere  spel  ed  out  in  both  the 
Draft  and  the  Final  EIS.  and  have  been  discussed  with  your  staff.   We 
would  now  like  vour  confimation  that  EPA  requirements  for  non-atta^n- 
ment  pre-construction  new  source  review  are  not  applicable  to  this  pro- 
ject for  the  reasons  outlined  below. 

Massporfs  preference  for  space  heating  at  BIF  is  still  to  buy  natu- 
ral gas  from  an  existing  utility.  However,  if  gas  is  "^^^^^^f J^'  ^^^J 
a  Possibility  exists  that  a  new  power  plant  may  be  constructed  that  may 
be'for  d  to^urn  oil  to  provide  the  necessary  heat  for  tfe  develooment. 
Secondly.  Massport  is  also  considering  the  construction  of  a  500.000 
ga  ?on  jet  fuel  and  a  25.000  -  gallon  Av  gas  J^^-^^S^  "fj,^  %,%\^^  tor- 
Po<;o-ble  emissions  from  both  a  new  power  plant  and  jet  fuel/or  gas  stor 
aSe  facilit  es  Sere  included  in  the  inventory  underlying  the  air  quality 
Sfalvsi  as  contained  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  However,  the  re  ationship 
of  these  two  stationary  sources  to  the  PSD  and  non-attainment  and  new 
sLrce  review  shoi?d  be  clarified.  We  would  like  to  present  our  assess- 
ment  below  and  seek  concurrence  from  your  office. 

We  estimated  potential  emissions  ^or^he  existing  P°^f  Pj«jJ^«jJ 
the  oroDOsed  plant  under  the  assumption  of  all  oil  and  all  gas  nring. 
T  se  es??mat^l:  as  shown  in  the  attached  table  are  base  J"  -control- 
Ipd  emissions  with  emission  factors  taken  from  EPA  s  AP-'J^  aocument.  ms 
ndi^led  by  these  estimates  therefore,  the  existing  plant  is  not  a  ma- 
jor" source   Based  on  the  status  of  this  existing  plant  and  estimated 

I  _,  »«rTr>»   ,~E,.cr.     rADrnvAP'\'^  TCRVr.ALS.TOBIN  MEMORIAL  BRIDGE -MANSCOV  FIELD 
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Mr.  Merrill  S.  Hohman,  Director  d  n  9 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  ^^^9^  ^ 

(uncontrolled)  emissions  of  the  proposed  new  plant,  we  believe  that  the 
new  plant  would  be  exempt  from  PSD  applicability,  and  we  request  your  con- 
firmation that  our  understanding  is  correct. 

With  respect  to  the  issue  of  "non-attainment  new  source  review,  we 
understand,  based  on  consultation  with  Ms.  Linda  Murphy's  office,  that 
Boston  is  in  attainment  with  respect  to  the  SO2  and  NO2, standards,  un 
classified  with  respect  to  TSP,  and  in  non-attainment  with  respect  to  tu 
and  ozone.  Therefore,  the  only  two  pollutants  that  are  of  concern  here 
are  CO  and  HC.  Emissions  of  these  two  pollutants  from  the  new  power 
plant  -  even  under  the  worst  assumptions  (i.e..  firing  with  oil  and  un- 
controlled) -  do  not  approach  the  criterion  leve  s.  Based  on  these  es- 
timated emissions  and  the  attainment  status,  it  is  our  belief  that  the 
proposed  new  plant,  would  be  exempt  from  new  source  review  and  pre-cons- 
truction  pennitting  processes,  and  emissions  offsets  requirement. 

The  attached  table  also  shows  the  estimated  uncontrolled  total  hy- 
drocarbon emissions  for  the  proposed  jet  fuel  storage  tanks   We  would 
therefore  request  a  confirmation  of  PSD  non-applicability  and  new  source 
review/pemitting,  and  emissions  offset  ''equirements  for  the  storage  fa- 
cility. Additionally  we  would  need  your  advice  as  to  ^he  applicabi  ty 
of  New  Source  Performance  Standards  to  the  proposed  fuel  storage  facility. 

Sincerely  yours, 

MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 

Norman  Faramelli 
Director  of  Planning 


Enclosure 

c.c. :  Harley  Laing 


NF/pl. 
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ESTIMATED  ANNUAL  EMISSIONS  FROM 

EXISTING  AND  PROPOSED  POWER  PLANTS 

AND  PROPOSED  FUEL  STORAGE  FACILITY 

Emission  in  Tons/Year 
Type  of    Annual     Particu- 

Fuel    Fuel  Rate   lates    SO2    CO   HC 


NO, 


EinlBsion  Factors 
(gas  in  lb/10^  ft; 
oil  in  lb/10'  gal) 


Existing  Plant 

TOTAL 

Proposed  Development 
Using  Gas 

Proposed  Development 
Using  Oil 

Proposed  Fuel  Storage 
at  BIF 


gas 
oil 

- 

5-15 
23 

0.6 
157 

20 
4 

8 
3 

10-120 
40-80 

oil 
gas 

1,235 
386,000 

U.2 
1.0-2.9 
15.2-17.1 

97 
0.12 
97.1 

2.5 
3.9 
6.4 

1.9 
1.5 
3.4 

24.7-49.4 
15.5-23.2 
40.2-72.6 

gas 

160,000 

O.A-1.2 

0.05 

1.6 

0.6 

6.4-9.6 

oil 

1,120 

12.9 

88 

2.2 

1.7 

22.4-44.8 

jet 

fuel 

& 

Ay  gas 

(See 

FEIS) 

- 

- 

- 

120.7 

- 
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IHIGHIT.    BOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS    02110    (817)  4«2  2930    TELEX  B«<)3e5 


March  10,  1981 


Mr.  John  Driscoll,  Chairman 

Massachusetts  Turnpike  Authority 

Prudential  Center 

Suite  3000 

Boston,  Mass.  02199 

Dear  Chairman  Driscoll: 


With  regard  to  our  discussion  last  week  concerning  the  simulta- 
neous adoption  of  a  one-way  toll  on  our  facilities.  Jf^  me  offer 
the  following.  We  are  now  updating  the  previous  stud  es  done  on 
the  pSible  impact  of  one-way  tolls  on  Massport  taninies.  We 
should  St  down  with  you  soon  to  discuss  the  possibilUy  of  a  two- 
th?ee  month  experiment.  We  feel  that  a  one-way  toll  policy  shou  d 
be  adopted  only  after  a  successful  experiment  is  conducted.  It  is 
impossible  ?S  anticipate  the  traffic  diversion  that  nn.ght  occur 
iuh  sich  a  toll  collection  procedure  unless  an  experiment  is  care- 
fully  monitored. 

The  concept  of  a  one-way  toll  has  surfaced  recently  on  several 
occasions TnclSding  comments  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
ASencv  which  is  concerned  about  air  quality  in  the  region.  Mass- 
Sort  is  wiling  to  consider  an  experiment  for  o^V^'VlTnr  .^? 
Ixks  forward  to  working  with  you.to  coordinate  ^^^^f  "IfJ^^^.^^  "^n 
Staneous  effort  with  the  Turnpike  Authority   Only  jfter  such  an 
experiment,  will  the  traffic  and  air  quality  impacts  be  better  un 
derstood. 

Sincerely, 
MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


DAVID  W.  DAVIS 
Executive  Director 


c.c. 


Secretary  Barry  Locke 
Ken  Pearson 
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MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 

SUITE  3000,  PRUDENTIAL  CENTER 
BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS  02109 


JOHN  T.  DRISCOLL.  Cm*ik«4*n 
DAVID  N.  NAOLB    Vici-Cm«i*m*m 
^AUL  r.  MAY.  MlMltM 


S36-1400 


March  20,  1981 


Mr.  David  Davis 

Executive  Director 

Mas sport 

99  High  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02110 

Dear  Dave: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  March  10th  regarding  a  study 
by  our  two  Authorities  of  one-way  tolls  it  would  appear  to  be 
an  inopportune  time  at  present. 

Our  staff  reminded  me  that  reconstruction  of  the  deck  in 
Chelsea  leading  to  the  Tobin  Bridge  is  going  to  commence  soon. 
That  would  make  it  impossible  to  get  an  accurate  anaylysis  from 
a  two  to  three  month  experiment  at  this  time. 

I  would  suggest  that  we  consider  this  again  when  the 
reconstruction  is  completed  and  when  traffic  patterns  return 
to  normal. 

In  the  meantime,  a  few  legal  questions  have  surfaced  which 
I  plan  to  forward  to  our  General  Counsel  for  opinion. 

Very  truly  yours. 


JOHK  T.  DRISCOLL 
Chairman 


JTD/wmra 

CC:  Secretary  Barry  Locke 

Under  Secretary  James  O'Leary 
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10  Moulton  Street 

Cambridge,  MA  02238    . 
Telephone  (617)491-1650 
Telex  No.  92-1470 


Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman  Inc. 

24  March  1981 

Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
Ath  Floor  Old  Tower  Building 
Logan  International  Airport 
East  Boston,  MA  02128 

Attention:   Claire  Barrett 

Subject:    Brief  Discussion  of  Noise  Descriptors 
and  Their  Appropriateness  to 
Transportation  Noise  Sources 

Daer  Claire:  % 

In  this  letter  I  attempt  to  respond  to  your  request  for  simple  descriptions 
and  discussions  of  various  noise  descriptors  or  metrics.   In  the  following 
paragraphs  I  discuss  three  basic  types  of  descriptors: 

•  Maximum  (or  very  short-term)  A-welghted  sound  levels; 

•  Percentage  (A-weighted)  levels; 

•  Equivalent  (energy  average  A-weighted)  levels. 

Each  type  of  descriptor  is  defined,  some  common  uses  given,  and  a  few  of 
the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  its  use  discussed. 

Maxitnuin  A-Weighted  Levels 

The  maximum  A-weighted  level  for  a  given  "noise  event"  ^^fl^^Zill.lT'^' 
mum  level  that  would  be  read  by  a  calibrated  standard  ^°^"J,  ^/^^^^f '"j,^,e 
(with  A-weighting  electronic  network)  during  the  course  of  the  event   (Note 
that  the  maximum  indicated  by  such  an  instrument  can  ^^^^^^^^^  J  ^^.^Zf.' 
depending  upon  which  "meter  response  characteristic   ^\^^^^"^^^;( 
mum  levels,  consequently,  are  very  easy  to  measure,  and  ^J^^/^f  J^^^^'^ 
to  develop  an  intuitive  "feel"  for  how  loud  an  event  is.  based  on  its 
maximum  A-weighted  level. 

Maximum  A-weighted  levels  have  been  used  to  quantify  ^ij^^  -^-^"^.^^^J^f  ^ 
rvnp  of  noise  event  -  e.g.,  a  motor  vehicle  passby.   (Note  that  distance 
from  the  noise  source  to  t^e  measurement  point  must  always  be  specified.) 
o:bine:  Titra^rnowledge  of  the  level  of  the  "background  no ise^  one  can 
rouphlv  estimate  whether  or  not  the  event  will  be  detectable   Maximum 
Weighted  levels  are  also  used  to  develop  mathematical  models  for  com- 
putinf the  A-weighted  levels  that  will  be  produced  by  operation  of  a  noise 


Bosic^  Wash.ngior 
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Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
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source;  as,  for  example,  the  maximum  A-weighted  sound  levels  measured 
at  50  ft.  (emission  levels)  were  used  to  help  model  the  noise  produced 
by  taxiing  aircraft  at  Logan. 

The  main  weakness  of  the  maximum  A-weighted  sound  level  is  that  by  itself 
it  can  not  tell  us  much  about  how  people  will  judge  a  noise  environment. 
We  need  to  know  how  often  the  maximums  occur,  and,  at  least  implicitly, 
we  must  know  the  general  time  history  of  the  noise:   is  it  a  very  short 
duration  noise,  or  does  the  noise  level  rise  relatively  slowly  to  the 
maximum  and  drop  back  again. 

Percentage  Levels 

These  are  the  descriptors  that  identify  A-weighted  levelfe  that  are 
exceeded  for  a  specified  percentage  of  the  time  during  a  stated  period. 
Common  percentage  levels  are  the  10%  (abbreviated  L^q) '  50%  (L50) ,  and 
"90%  (Lon)  levels  for  a  one-hour  period.   The  Ljq  value  for  a  given  noise 
source  is  the  sound  level  that  is  exceeded  for  10%  of  the  time  (usually 
an  hour),  the  L50  is  the  level  exceeded  for  50%  of  the  time,  the  L90  is 
the  level  exceeded  90%  of  the  time. 

In  the  past,  these  percentage  levels  have  been  used  to  describe  community 
noise  environments,  and  to  predict  future,  highway  traffic  produced, 
noise  levels.  The  Liq  level,  especially,  has  been  used  for  study  of 
highway  noise  levels.  Lately,  however,  these  descriptors  seem  to  be 
less  and  less  used  in  favor  of  the  energy  average  or  equivalent  levels. 
This  change  in  preference  is  probably  due  to  three  factors:   the  per- 
centage levels  are  more  difficult  to  predict  than  are  the  equivalent 
levels;  many  measuring  instruments  are  now  available  to  measure  equiv- 
alent levels;  equivalent  levels  have  been  found  to  correlate  with 
community  response  to  noise  as  well  as,  if  not  better  than,  the  per- 
centage levels. 

One  significant  weakness  of  the  percentage  level  is  that  they  are  diffi- 
cult to  predict.  Accurate  prediction  requires  the  use  of  very  involved 
mathematical  models.  Not  only  are  such  models  difficult  to  develop, 
but  they  are  so  complicated  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  acquire  an 
intuitive  "feel"  for  the  results,  to  know  what  changes  in  noise  level 
will  result  for  given  changes  in  noise  source  operation.   For  example, 
a  doubling  of  the  number  of  noise  events  (e.g.,  number  of  departures 
per  hour)  does  not  necessarily  result  in  a  3  dB  increase  in  L^^. 
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Equivalent  Levels 

The  eauivalent  level  of  a  noise  source  is  the  A-weighted  sound  level  that 
Tccounts  for  all  sound  energy  produced  by  that  source   The  equivalent 
Bou^d  level  during  a  stated  time  period  for  a  given  noise  source  is  the 
TeTel   of  a  steady  sound  that  has  the  same  sound  energy  as  does  the 
actual  time-varying  sound  produced  by  that  noise  source. 

to  a  specified'hourrthe  2A-hour  equivalent  sound  level  applies  to  a  spe- 
cif ied'24-hour  period,  and  the  day-night  average  sound  level  appl  es  to 
a  specified  24-hour  period,  but  contains  a  10  dB  penalty. for  nighttime 
(generally  10pm  to  7am)  noises. 

Eauivalent  levels  now  seem  to  be  used  for  most  transportation  noise  problems, 
Relaliie  easi  of  computation,  documented  relationship  wxth  communxty 
response,  "d  relative  ease  of  measurement  all  tend  to  make  equivalent 
levels  the  preferred  type  of  descriptor. 

ilth  ^ol»  L»ls  to  the  equivalent.  »"f  »-"8%'°"?l,i::^'-,J°I 

„-!«-«  nf  mo  dB  or  more,  but  the  associated  equivalent  level  ^aay 
community  01  luu  an   or  teuic.  uuu  However,  even 

puted  with  reasonable  reliability. 


* 

I  do  not 


X  hope  these  are  the  types  of  ^^--^f^  J^  -^f/S^only-ones'thrt' 
»ean  to  imply  that  the  three  g-"^^^/^""'^,"',^^"^  these  three.   In 
have  been  used  or  that  I  have  ^^^^^^^^^^^J^  ^"^^^^'f^'  has  ben  devoted 
fact,  for  the  past  decade  or  ^°^^'  ""^J^^^^^"  For  transportation  community 
to  developing  and  testing  various  descriptors.   For  transpo 
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...  nroblems  however,  most  current  environmental  .ssessments  tend 
To  ::  underrau;n  in  ter;s  of  the  equivalent  level  descriptor. 

If  you  Wish  to  discuss  connnunity  noise  descriptors  further,  please 
give  me  a  call. 

Very  truly  yours, 

BOLT  BERANEK  AND  NEWMAN  INC. 

Nicholas  P.  Miller 
NPM:kj 


A-4-38 


I  ^^^  5  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

X^/  REGION  I 

J.  F.  KENNEDY  FEDERAL  BUILDING,  BOSTON.  MASSACHUSETTS  02203 


March  31,  1981 


Mr.  Norman  Faramelli 
Director  of  Planning 
Massachusetts  Port  Authority 
99  High  Street 
Boston,  MA.   02110 

Dear  Mr.  Faramelli: 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  March  U,  1981  request  concerning  the  appiica^^^^^^^^^^ 
Since  the  proposed  source's  emissions  increases  are  also  \«s  than  100  tons  per  ye 


X 

program 


since  the  tank  would  have  a  storage  "pacity  greater  than  \°'"^^ /^J^^^   ^^  (^OCFR 

and  NSPS),  please  contact  the  MA  ^EQE.  Division  oi  a     v         y  ^^^^ 

should   have   any   questions   concerning   the   PSD  program,   piease 
Courcier  at  223-'f'f'*8. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Merrill  S.  Hohman,  Director 

Air  &  Hazardous  Materials  Division 
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10  Moulion  oiteei 
Cambridge.  MA  02238 
Telephone  (617)  491-1650 
Telex  No  92-1470 


Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman  Inc. 

15  April  1981 

Massport 

99  High  Street 

Boston,  MA  02110 

Attention:   Richard  Marchi 

Subject:   Noise  Reducing  Effects  of  High  Buildings 
Along  Western  Edge  of  Bird  Island  Flats 

Dear  Dick: 

At  your  request,  I  have  investigated  the  possible  noise  reducing  effects 
of  very  high  buildings/barriers  (70  ft.  to  130  ft.  high)  located  along 
the  western  edge  of  BIF.   I  have  used  the  basic  noise  barrier  computa- 
tion method  and  the  wind  effect  method  that  we  used  for  the  BIF  EIS/EIR. 
The  following  table  presents  the  results  of  my  calculations. 


innD 


BUILDING/BARRIER 
HEIGHT 

NOISE  SOURCE 
LOCATION  1 

NOISE  SOURCE 
LOCATION  2         1 

^dB 

WIND  SPEED 

AdB 

WIND  SPEED 

40  ft. 

6  dB 

0.2  mph 

5  dB 

0.1  mph 

70  ft. 

12  dB 

0.9  mph 

10  dB 

0.5  mph 

100  ft. 

17  dB 

1.5  mph 

15  dB 

0.8  mph 

130  ft. 

20  dB 

2.2  mph 

19  dB 

1.2  mph 

The  left-most  column  gives  the  height  of  the  building/barrier  as  feet 
above  ground.  The  other  columns  present  the  noise  and  wind  related 
effects  for  an  airplane  located  at  either  of  two  different  positions: 
Location  1  is  a  point  on  either  the  taxiway  or  apron  midway  along  the 
major  east-west  building  on  BIF;  Location  2  is  at  the  easternmost  end 
of  the  proposed  BIF  development,  about  where  the  Bravo  Apron  is  presently 
located. 
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The  columns  labelled  'VldB"  ar«  the  no-wind  noise  reductions  that  would 
result  at  a  3rd  floor  window  in  McCormack  Square  if  buildings/barriers 
of  the  specified  height  were  constructed.  These  reductions  apply  to 
the  noise  produced  by  an  airplane  positioned  at  either  Location  1  or 
Location  2,  and  are  reductions  with  respect  to  a  no  building/barrier 
configuration. 

The  columns  labelled  "Wind  Speed"  give  the  estimated  minimum  wind  speed 
for  winds  from  the  east  required  to  just  eliminate  the  noise  reducing 
effect  of  the  building/barrier  of  the  specified  height.  In  other  words, 
it  is  the  wind  speed  that  will  bend  the  sound  waves  enough  so  that  they 
propagate  over  the  top  of  building/barrier  and  down  into  the  Jeffries 
Point  community. 

Though  I  judge  our  prediction  models,  especially  wind  model,  as  rather 
imprecise  for  the  very  long  distances  of  these  scenarios,  I  believe  the 
basic  conclusions  are  accurate:  namely  that  very  low  speed  winds, 
blowing  from  the  east,  will  almost  completely  eliminate  the  noise 
reducing  effects  of  even  tall  buildings/barriers  for  planes  in  the 
general  BIF  vicinity.   In  other  words,  I  do  not  think  we  should 
necessarily  expect  that  an  east  wind  of  exactly  0.9  mph  will  eliminate 
the  12  dB  reduction  provided  by  a  70  ft.  high  building  for  a  Location  1 
noise  source.   Rather,  we  should  conclude  that  winds  of  less  than  5  mph 
from  the  east  will  probably  eliminate  any  noticeable  barrier  noise 
reduction  provided  by  a  building  that  is  less  than  several  hundred 
feet  high. 

As  we  have  discussed,  however,  such  wind  produced  degradation  of  barrier 
effectiveness  is  not  expected  for  aircraft  located  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Eastern  Airline  shuttle  gates.   In  this  general  area,  the  large 
terminal  buildings  should  disrupt  the  wind  flow  so  that  no  smooth  profile 
of  wind  speed  with  elevation  will  exist,  and  simple  bending  o*  Pr°P^- 
gating  sound  should  not  occur.   In  other  words,  the  high  buildings/ 
barriers  should  provide  useful  reduction  of  the  noise  produced  by 
taxiing  Eastern  jets. 

I  hope  this  is  the  information  you  need.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please 
give  me  a  call. 

Very  truly  yours, 

BOLT  BERANEK  AND  NEWMAN  INC. 

Nicholas  P.  Miller 
NPM:kj 
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APPENDIX  A-5  -  Secretary's  Press  Release 
and  Comments  on  FEIR  plus  MEPA  Staff 

Comments 


NEWS 

EXECUTIVE    OFFICE   OF  ENVIPONMENTAL    AFFAIRS 

EDNAAfi^RD  J.  KIMO.  CDVEI=<NlOl=l 

JOMINJ  A.  BEWICK   BECRETARY  _^^,^     r,=->o=. 

1C30  CA^^R'DGE    STREET.     BOSTCKsl.  MASSACMUSETTS     02?D^ 
ei7  727-9BOO 

FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE  CONTACT:   GREGG  WILSON 

FRIDAY.  FEBRUARY  20.  1981  H^???? 

277-1 JO / 

SECRETARY  JOHN  A.  BEWICK'S  STATEMENT 
ON  BIRD  ISLAND  FLATS 

This  afternoon  I  have  notified  Massport  officials  that  follow- 
ing an  extensive  public  review  process  I  have  decided  the  final 
environmental  impact  report  for  the  proposed  Bird  Island  Flats 
Development  is  inadequate. 

'  Information  supplied  by  Massport  during  the  extended  comment 
period  shows  that  by  1987  the  additional  traffic  generated  by 
the  mixed-use  portion  of  the  Bird  Island  Flats  plan  will 
seriously  overload  airport  roadways  and  the  tunnels  linking  the 
airport  with  dou-ntown  Boston.   This  overload  will  mean  extended 
traffic  congestion  periods,  longer  traffic  backups  and  congestion 
which  will  affect  traffic  flow  on  intersecting  roads.   The 
Massport  final  impact  report  freely  acknowledges  that  the  proposal 
to  construct  office  and  industrial  space  on  Bird  Island  Flats 
will  tax  the  airport  roadways  well  beyond  their  capacity. 

Every  motorist  who  has  endured  the  stop  and  go  traffic  on  the 
airport  roadways  and  in  the  Sumner  and  Callahan  Tunnels  knows 
that  during  peak  hours  no  additional  capacity  exists  to  handle 
the  additional  traffic  which  would  be  generated  by  Massport 's 
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mixed-use  development  plans.   The  overcrowding  of  airport 
roadways  is  a  serious  threat  to  air  quality.   The  area  on  the 
East  Boston  side  of  the  tunnels  is  already  a  "hot  spot"  of 
air  pollutants.   The  additional .traffic  generated  by  the  mixed- 
use  project  will  make  an  already  serious  air  quality  problem 
intolerable. 

As  the  state's  chief  environmental  official  charged  with  the 
care  and  protection  of  our  environment,  as  a  public  official 
who  is  concerned  with  maintaining  the  fragile  air  quality  of 
our  city,  I  am  adamantly  opposed  to  the  Hassport  mixed  use  plan 
The  Hassport  proposal  tc-   construct  office  buildings,  light 
manufacturing  space  and  parking  in  an  area  which  is  already 
oversaturated  with  transportation  intensive  activity  is 
environmentally  unsound. 
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EDWARD  J.  KING 
Governor 

JOHN    A     BEWICK 
SECRETARY 


^xecidive   U^ice  o/  Onvi'rcnmen^/  S^/J^iri 
SSoilon,    ,JL^daieC{i  02202 

CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 
ON 
FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


PROJECT  NAME: 


Bird  Island  Flats 


EOEA  NUMBER: 


03587 


PROJECT  PROPONENT: 


Massport 


DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR: 


December  8,  1980 


The  Secretary  of  Environmental  Affairs  herein  issues  a  statement  that  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  submitted  in  the  above-referenced  project  does 
not  adequately  and  properly  comply  with  Massachusetts  General  Laws.  Chapter  30. 
Section  62-62H  inclusive,  and  the  regulations  implementing  mlpa. 

Information  generated  during  the  extended  "'^^nt  period  demonstrates  t^^^ 
the  traffic  generated  by  the  mixed  use  portion  of  the  development  w  '1  overioao 
the  caoac  ties  both  of  the  airport  roadway  system  and  the  roadways  l^"^^y'9  ^^e 
J  p or  t^do^ntown  Boston.  aS  Environmental  I-P^J^.^^P-burmSsr  Iso'ixp?  e^ 
the  impact  on  the  environment  of  the  activity  it  studies  but  ^^f ^f.^^^^i^P'^^^. 
measures  to  minimize  or  avoid  such  impacts.  Although  the  ^^.J";."^f^^'^ !''"'' 
mitted  during  the  extended  connent  per^lod  discuss  traffic  mtigat  on jasure 

such  as  flexitime,  shuttle  bus  loops,  and  even  a  ^^^PJ^^f  ^"  ,''°'J  Jhere  does  not 
such  measures  are  ineffectual  to  solve  the  basic  problem   Although  ther^^^^ 
now  exist  adequate  capacity  to  carry  traffic  during  the  «J^^^"°;",P^';,Xses  to 
the  airport  back  into  Boston,  southbound  and  westbound  Massport  now  P'^oposes  xo 
build  on  the  airport  office  space  and  industria  ^pace  tantamount  to  a  major  new 
Industrial  park  and  office  building.  Where  will  the  traffic  go. 
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Massport  freely  admits  that  the  on-airport  roadway  system  will  be  taxed 
above  capacity;  it  says  that  it  will  redesign  and  rebuild  that  system  (in 
ways  not  '^-valuated  in  the  EIRl  before  the  big  new  traffic  streams  come  on  line 
in  1984-1987.  This  does  not  solve  the  problem,  though,  of  getting  that  traffic 
on  to  or  off  of  the  airport.  There  is  not  now  capacity  to  carry  the  existing 
traffic,  as  any  rush  hour  motorist  in  the   Sumner  Tunnel  will  attest.  By 
1987,  even  without  the  office  building  and  industrial  park,  ordinary  growth 
will  increase  airport  traffic  by  20%.  No  plans  are  underway  to  create  new 
capacity. 

Despite  this  lack  of  road  capacity,  Massport  has  proposed  new  development 
in  the  form  of  office  space,  which  will  generate  a  high  percentage  of  automobile 
commuters,  and  a  "convention  hotel,"  in  a  city  which  is  experiencing  an  un- 
precedented boom  in  new  hotel  room  construction. 

The  "mixed-use  buffer"  is  touted  as  a  measure  to  mitigate  environmental 
impacts  of  aviation  development  on  Bird  Island  Flats.  The  EIR  demonstrates 
thoroughly  that  a  noise  buffer  is  necessary.  Such  a  buffer,  though,  can  be 
either  a  passive  buffer,  a  wall,  which  generates  no  traffic  and  has  the  same 
noise  reduction  benefits,  or  an  active  buffer,  buildings  which  generates  high 
levels  of  additional  traffic,  noise  and  air  pollution. 

During  the  review  period  I  have  explained  concerns  about  traffic  repeatedly 
to  Massport  and  have  suggested  that  changes  in  the  mix  of  the  project  be 
evaluated  as  mitigating  measures.  An  obvious  option  would  be  the  use  of  a 
passive  buffer  that  minimizes  increased  road  traffic  from  the  project.  In 
response  Massport  has  eliminated  the  flexibility  it  retained  in  the  EIR  (where 
it  studied  both  passive  and  active  buffer  options)  by  agreeing  with  the  City 
that  the  active  buffer  will  be  selected.  This  agreement,  filed  with  me 
during  the  extended  review  period,  constitutes  a  decision  by  Massport  that 
it  will  not  select  the  environmentally  advantageous  alternative  of  a  passive 
buffer.  Thus,  I  am  left  with  no  alternative  but  to  declare  the  Environmental 
Impact  Report  inadequate,  both  for  failure  to  describe  fully  the  impacts  of 
the  proposed  activity,  and  for  failure  to  study  adequately  the  environmental 
benefits  of  the  passive  buffer,  as  compared  to  the  active  buffer. 

These  concerns,  as  well  as  certain  of  the  public  and  agency  coiments 
received  during  the  review  period,  must  be  responded  to  either  by  a  revised 
Final  EIR,  or  by  project  changes  conriitted  to  in  a  Notice  of  Project  Change 
pursuant  to  MEPA  Regulation  10.16.  My  staff  will  be  available  to  meet  with 
Massport  to  discuss  these  issues. 


DATE 


tlOHN  A.   BEWICK,   SECRETARY 
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STAFF  REPORT  . 

EOEA  03587  -  Bird  Island  Flats 
January  27,  1981 
David  E.  Shepardson 


Part  I  -  ThP  Major  Noise  Problem        • 
•   MFPA  has  requested  that  Massport  use  noise  level  monitoring  ""J  m°^f ^"9 

gone  part  "^^  ^^  ^"""^"'4  ^^'"MJ  Tn  frequency  dita  is  presented  for 
potential  impacts  of  '^'^  P'^'J^'^J-   ,:,f^i.,  p„,n.  on  oaoe  B-10.  On  page  B-50 
■  gremen  Street  "-P'SJ/,"/  o-75  /b!  for  cS  o  ai  ra°ft  Ts'-lo  db  and  fo?  Eastern/ 
Lmax  is  given  for  trucks  /u  /s  °d,  lur  uo  y  ^  ^y^         impacts  is. 

US  Air  gets  85-90  for  some  PO^'?\°"5"^^\,''°[I^2ff  levels  of  73  to  90  dS   " 
included.  Lmax  in  Jeffries  Point  includes  Jj^jg°^;_;^^^„l  tragic  68  to  83  dB 
(figure  B  1-3),  taxiing  Eastern  jets  75  to  80  dB  and  ocal  tra   ^^^.^^  .^ 
Figure  B  1-4).  Here  again  no  f^J^^^^^f  ^^^^  ^^'en^  d  Jficult  to  reach  and 
^r:^Z  \ll  "r"e^de^'-  trrel^rlre^si^gnff^c^a^Ie  of  impacts  .s  discussed 
in  the  FEIR  Lmax  and  the  sporadic  LIO  data  are  not  considered. 

D  Q   "     poiiivalent  sound  level  is  the  primary 
The  EIR  states  on  page  B-8.  ^ ,; ^ -^^'^'/s  J'  es"  ....Ldn  for  broad 
descriptor  used  in  ^'^^V^^f^°:^-,J5f,^,f/,  Sayvs  n  ght  problems  "both  average 
comparisons  of  alternatives.   To  ^^^"^^^^^°'^',  "^d  levels  are  presented." 
day  time  and  average  nighttime  h^u^ly  equivalent  sound  levels  «   l^     ^^^^^ 

•V^.this  study  «^;-  P'-:f  ^,-  ?^^1  ;re  /   itionardrcriptors^re  provided 
iHi^c  'rra5;rran°alte;-:rtiv°erif  sSn?ewhat  limited,  method  of  assessment. 

The  Leq  and  Ldn  data  are  analyzed  ^^d  mitigation  measures  considered  and 
evaluatld'on  that  basis;  but  the  two  addit.ona  descri     a   no^^  To  cite^ 
a  comporison  which  illustrates  the  ^jfjerence  these  je^^^^^   ^^  ^  ,^  the 

of  decibels,  Ldn  for  Castle  ^^^.^"JJ,^ ^..^^f /h  le  the  Lmax  ranges  fror.  79  to 
Logan  Generic  Draft)  is  approxim  te  y  75  db  ^^^^i^e  tne  L      y^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^ 

95  dB  for  14  types  of  aircraft  (median  9°);  ^^^^^-  ^^'j,  flyovers  create  a  large 
Logan  Generic  Report)   From  elsewhere  in  the  FEIR  sue    y      ^  ^^^^  .^  .^ 

i.?act  .P-bably  in  L   for  J  o^  ^^^Z  ^  -r4re,t'al%mpact  for  operation, 
imperative  that  the  Lmax  or  liu  'eve  u  levels  of  mitigation 

construction  and  nntigation  be  e^^lu  ed^  Do  t  e  eve  s^^  ^^^  ^9  .^^.^^^^    . 

change?  Tables  similar  to  that  on  B-Aa  ^"°J'°  "  ^^  ^     presented  for 
So.  Boston  impacts,  and  ^^9^^"^^;?;;!;''.  f  ^^  the  North  Apron),  the  proposed 
existing  levels.  Low  Ca^S^ jf^l^S.^J^^^  developed  to  minimize  impacts.  Additionally 
^^rZX   r^^fe  -1  re  J   fs  U  e,,  -d^^o  caU.-  ot^ans  .    ' 
rv:^:;:?^S"t"e  ^;;^c^t'"of"arr;^orro:"e:l^tirn:"n"t.e  surrounding  populations. 

The  ni^ber  of  nrw  cargo  "^f  "^^'j-^^^^B^ltrlndUatr?  tSdiUo^ir^argo 
repeatedly  in  the  FEIR  while  tables  B  l:«"2^„^^;%Jo°  ""elude  the  3  dB 
fUghts.  The  Tables  which  suni»ar,ze  ""I"  '"""^^.^S"  Jejancy  between  25 
penalty  identified  as  "PP"!^'-'"?  '"  *''!/5b''(p  SoV.  while  1200  additional  day 
ZT':^tn':''ll\lTrBlnZ\l\  Va'l   l^'dB  ll   7-«)  should  be  explained. 

,„  .nalysing  the  noise  -P-'^^-'^/^'^^He^irhSirap^lfentiy'ils'not  '''' 
"  TirrXut'   'sinre^Ja^r  ?f'«i  hf ts1i;'nificant^?o  noise  generation.,.,.. 
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Pan  II  •  HinorlroMe!I!lJJl!:o^^''^  ^^^  '^^P"^^  '"^  Appendix 

; re   ua5  the  noise  anal7si5  fpr  the  800  night  time  trucks  conducted  as  If 

ES??e5"trate3'&etwle!l°lS'PM  anS  midnight? 

Page  5-7.  Are  the  present  noise  exceedances  for  Jeffries  Point  and  Bremen  Street 

21  tl   traffic,  ground  or  flight  aircraft  operation? 

PageS-7.  2nd  Paragraph  should  also  include  the  statement  that  the  3dB  pure 

tone  penalty  must  be  added. 

Page  S-?.  Results  add  .-  if  the  appropriate  mathematical  adjustments  are  done. 

Page  S-7.  Comparison  needs  to.be  made  to  existing  conditions  as  well  as  to  • 

the  revised  no  build. 

Page  5-10.  Why  is  their  no  truck  evaluation  at  the  North  Apron? 

Page  5-17.  Why  is  no  comparison  made  to  existing  conditions? 

Page  5-18.  Last  Paragraph.  To  what.extent  can  traffic  be  reduced  and  by  which 

method^?  Are  these  proposed  mitigation  measures. 

Pace  5-20    It  is  not  clear  how  strong  the  effort  to  reduce  energy  consumption 

will  be.  Is  this  part  of  the  mitigation? 

Paqe  5-23   This  EIR  should  contain  the  binding  commitment  to  the  buffer  zone  now, 
not  at  the  time  of  significant  air  cargo  activity. 

Page  1-3   Why  is  the  increase  by  800  tons  per  day  in  mail  handling  not  included 
in  the  cargo  increases  elsewhere  in  the  report? 

If  so.  what  kind  of  cargo  activity? 
.  Page  1-7   Will  the  new  Helipad  location  increase  noise  levels  in  So.  Boston? 

.   Why  shouldnU  this  be  reconsidered  now? 
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Page  2-29.  2nd  Paragraph.  Alternations  should  be  alterations. 

Page  4-5  through  10.  Vhe  3dB  purp  ton£  penalty  should  be  included  in  these 

tables. 

Page  4-24.  The  NO2  statement  is  suspect. 

After  Page  4-30.  Fig.  4.2-6  does  not  give  existing  levels. 

Paqe  4-31.  The  maximum  1  hour  HC  concentrations  is  estimated  at  9  mg/m3  but 
figure  4.2-7  shows  a  maximum  .of  7.mg/m3.-  This  should  be  corrected  as  the 
figures  are  of  ten  used  as  a  suinmary  of  the  data. 

Page  4-31.  What  is  the  mx   projected  HC  concentration  and  where?  HC  increases 
16.9%  over  existing  conditions  from  Table  4.2-3. 

Page  4-31.  Where  has  it  been  shown  that  the  odor  problem  is  proportional  to 
the  total  HC  concentration? 

Page  4-32.  CO  over  existing  conditons  should  be  HC. 

After  page  4-32.  Figures  4.2-10  should  show  existing  levels. 

Page  4-34.  What  is.  the  truck  level  of  NO^^  for  the  proposed  development  plan 

without  GA?  .       * 

After  4-35.  Figure  4.2-14  should  show  existing  for  each  case. 

After  4-37.  Figure  4.2-18  should  show  existing  levels  for  each  case. 

Page -4-^7.  Table  4.2-13  does  not  contain  existing  conditions. 

Page  4-76.  With  such  savings  in  energy  possible,  what  will  the  Massport 
stance  be  if  conservation  is  not  mandated? 

Page  4-^7.  The  300  commercial  spaces  should  be  clarified  as  non-employee 
public  parking  space. 

Page  5-3.  If  the  development  reached  that  suggested  on  Page  1-11  by  1983  the 
permanent  access  road  may  be  needed  prior  to  1985. 

Paqe  A-5   The  data  for  existinq  conditions  is  not  presented  in  table  A-2-1 
Also  no  automobile  traffic  is  projected  for  cargo  oP^'-^t^^'^^^?;?^?^"' '.^^  ,,,h 
From  elsev/here  in  the  report,  there  should  be  two  passenger  vehicles  for  each 

three  trucks. 

Paqe  A-10   Table  A-2-4.   The  commercial  development  portion  appears  to  be  mis - 

labeled  'The  sixth  column  probably  should  be  trucks  rather  than  veh,  les  and 

the  eighth  column  probably  should  not  include  (vans-trucks).  Are  tnese 

year  2000  data? 
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«    a  17  to  A  20   All  these  tables  identify  total  airport  trucks  entering  per 
Pages  A-12  to  A-^u.  mm  ^"^^*^    mi«:labGl   The  figures  should  have  been 
day.  This  has  been  ^ifP^^^^^f^.^^.^^  f  S'ta'is  pot  included.  Additionally  the 
'  rBi^iigST fo'tolal  IJSctrforl/arfor  the  total  airport  is  obviously  wrong. 

(PageA-17). 
■  p.,e  A.«.  Traffic  data  .as  been  P-^-J^^,f  J^,;|f,;f„  S^'tSn'ng'no'e'r"*' 
T'^^\,^:^'^^'   -iil-enl  rn;:;^re  in  tKe  Tt.R  to  Co.e  .aid 
entrance? 

..      ,  ui  A  -J  ID   Ha^  nn  existing  data.  Has  truck  figures  at  variance 
':AI  «  r  dit  'ci  "ed(b  -SO^or  To  lllllT^...   footnote  «)  T.e  .ixed   ■  . 
;;«  columns  with  and  without  GA  appear  to  be  reversed. 

p„e  B-3   Indicates  5  additional  flights  due  to  BIF  de»elop.»ent.  Elsewhere 
eTnd  9  are  indicated.  The  FEIR  should  be  consistent. 

•  *•  ^r.ic^   IowpU  wpre  based  on  "summertime  (August  1978) 

,  ri:fspti^oiir;on]iJ;iVriu;e:t  rf£^^       j^ -tf  ?-,<;:-- 

^nSt  rel^'trbrthfrs'tntfe  ^^/Z^^^^  ^port  L  on  page  B-IZ 
.,,e  B-23.     indicates  -^^"-seof  3,^0  SdB  to  account  J^or  P-^to-.     EPA 

tzTii  rri^uUdTo;  f  ;pS?  I  ^^^^^:^^^  -\-  -eTore^'^- 

ren^tr^So^hfr;  ^rth^^ra^Sl^cJ^li^nVlSsHfrthe  lower  figure. 

Page  B-40.  Table  B.1-6.  Why  are  there  no  takcoffs  on  9? 

p.geB-41.  NO  trucks  are  included  in  table  B. 1-7  for  the  North  Apron. 

'  Page  B-A3.  Also  no  trucks. 
Page  B-44.  Also  no  trucks. 

Page  B-45.  Table  B.1-10.  Does  not  include  existing  conditions. 
Page  B-aS.  Table  B.1-13.  Where  do  these  reductions  occur? 
Page  B.51  Table  B.1-16.  Does  not  indicate  to  point  of  noise  measurement, 
rages  after  BM  -  Figs.  B.1-1.  D.1-2  B.1-3.  and  B.l-.  if  based  on  the  discussion 
on  Poge  B-10  arc  not  worst  case  conditions. 
Page  6-60.  The  first  super  script  3  should  be  2  for  footnote  #2. 
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P,g.  B.66.  *y  is  there  a  drop  in  GA  flights  by  the  ye,r  20007 

P.,e  B-67.  Why  do  the  present  99ni9httin,e  co..uter  operations  drop  to  three 

by  the  year  2000? 

Page  B-68.  What  year  does  this  table  refer  to? 

Pages  B-72  I   73.  TrucK  numbers  do  not  .atch  those  on  page  B-16. 

Pnges  U.96,  9r.,  100.  V.o   tone  correction  is  .ndicUcd. 

.,     -  ,.  murh  as  60-  nf  the  auto  traffic  may  he 
PngeC-ll.  90^  of  CO^aulo.  llnv.evcr,  as  much  as  bu  - 

Logan  related . 

,,„e  C-K.  The  NO.  -NO3  e...st,„ents  do  not  appear  valid.  See  aiso  »nnor,ng 

conditions  on  Page  C-7. 

ra,e  C-13   isn't  the  HC  concentration  related  to  ozone  levels? 

^  c.i.^;..;o.n,sh.,d  .  ^is  ...  3.,.  sho.d  .  3..  «,^^^^ 

violations? 

rage  C-21   CO  over  existing  conditions  should  be  IIC. 

ra,c  r,-25  (after)  figure  C.l-3«  -  Are  the  construction  particulates 

rr'c'i  !.   C-30.  no  build  at  .6  con-pared  v..ith^e>  istin,  >s  listed  as  ^1.9- 

on  the  ta:^lc  and  0.9"-  in  the  text. 

P,or  ,-,.3..  Lino  S  -  f-rsl  „art>cula Us' shouU,  be  ParUC-P-nes. 

P,„.,.,0,C....C-.:0..ota,r,.eastov...,ichr„,,,.,v-,.e,.c..n.ele.. 

,-   MCfJ    in   T^7"  rr  cnui valonts 
rage  C--12.     Are  the  ga.  and  oil   ;)^;:;tUics  o.^^^''         ^,^  p,,.,,,ed  levels  to  be 
if  all   heatinn  was  fro.i  one  source  fo.    ttie  y.:> 
edded  to  exist.ng^conditions^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^,.^^^,^, 

were  these  poll.tan.s   included  in  the  crlier  modeling? 
rage  C-5/»  -  last  l.ne  of  2nd  paragraph  does  not  make  sense. 
Pago  C-55.     What  is  the  "preferred-  .alternative^ 

,,,  C-SB.      The   -old''   OriR,   Rov.cd   ParUng  Oomand,   and  preferred  alternatives 
pre  not  clear.  t 
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Page  C-59.  Next  to  last  paragraph  -  should  the  "cut  to  3-engine  operation"  be 

2-engine  operation? 

Page  C-66.  Fourth  line  from  the  bottom  -  "along"  should  be  alone. 

Page  C-67.  What  is  the  total  HC  reduction  possible  by  all  three  strategies 
together? 

Page  C-74.  3rd  paragraph  -  2nd  sentence  does  not  make  sense. 

Pages  C-79  through  C-90.  What  are  the  8  pollutants  and  the  12  aircraft  classes? 

Page  C-101.  What  is  the  year  of  this  data? 

Paqe  C-104.  Under  vehicle  speeds  -  name  peak  should  be  same  peak. 
^        Also  does  the  modal  times  consider  cruising  in  parking  lots  for  an 

open  parking  space? 

Page  C-105.  Does  this  table  refer  to  only  cargo?  or  all  trucks? 

Page  C-109  -  Reception  locations  -  what  is  missing  in  the  2nd  line? 

Page  C-118.  How  did  the  current  data  compare  with  previous  data? 

Paae  C-120  Because  no  calibration  was  accomplished  during  the  30  days  — 

all  measurements  were  adjusted  on  the  basis  of  the  instruments  performance  on 

the  la't  day.  This  gives  even  more  scepticism  to  the  NO^  and.NO^  projections. 

See  Page  C-1z  conmenls. 

Page  C-121  -  Has  the  measurement  program  been  completed  yet? 

Figure  SDC5-3.  The  scole  is  not  legible. 

The  above  minor  problems  needing  correction  amplification,  acknowledgment 
or  explanation  can  probably  be  addressed  as  errata. 

DES:cg' 
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AIR  QUALITY 
1.  NO^ 


INFORMATION  REQUESTS 


Similar  questions  concerning  modeling  procedures  for  NO   have 
been  raised  by  DEQE,  the  community  air-quality  consultant,  and  the  MtHA 
staff.  These  questions  relate  to: 

1   downward  adjustment  of  the  model  by  120%,  based  on  a  single 
wintertime  observation,  to  estimate  maximum  1-hour  NO2 
concentrations; 

2.  the  relationship  between  NO^^  and  NO2  . 

As  the  EIR  states,  Jeffries  Point  is  downwind  of  the  airport  (winds 
from  NNe-SE)  31X  of  the  time.  During  winter  months  winds  from  these 
directions  are  quite  infrequent.  Furthermore,  the  ratio  of  NO2/NOX  is  likely 
to  be  higher  in  summer  than  in  winter. 

Another  measure  used  (on  page  C-12)  to  justify  lowering  of  the  model 
results  is  ERT's  suggested  NO2/NO,  factor  of  .2.  "°f  ^^'''  Ji;:  ^P^J^ler 
points  out  on  page  8  of  his  comment  that  the  -"easiired  proportion  of 
NOo  /NO   during  ERT's  sumiier  1979  monitoring,  with  wind  from  the  airport. 
lal   80":'at  Bayswater  Street,  which  is  a  higher  proportion  than  the  ratios 
used  to  adjust  the  model. 

Further  alteration  of  modeling  data  is  discussed  on  page  C-120  and 
is  noted  in  Dave  Shepardson's  comments. 

Thus,  the  questions  of  whether  the  NO,  /NO2  ^"^l>:^j^,;;t?;f/of%he' 
worst-case,  including  the  uncertainties  concerning  the  re  lability  of  the 
projected  concentrations  raised  on  page  2  of  Dr.  Spengler's  conments,  should 
be  responded  to. 

m  addition.  Dr.  Spengler  points  out  that  the  DEQE  has  ^PP^if  J^J^^ 

MATEP   Is  the  same  standard  applicable  to  East  Boston?  If  not.  why  not, 
or  if  so.  why  hasn't  it  been  used  in  the  analysis  m  the  LIK. 
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2.  CO 

In  vehicle  estimates  on  airport  loop  roads,  an  average  speed  of  30  mph 
was  used.  Looking  at  year  2000,  what  evidence  supports  this  speed?  If  the 
average  loop  speed  were  10  mph,  the  CO  and  HC  emissions  would  approximately 
double. 


Noise  Buffer  between  Maverick  Street  Residences  and  Proposed  Access  Road 

The  EIR  summary  states  that  noise  levels  produced  by  construction 
trucks  along  the  access  route  north  of  Maverick  Street  are  somewhat  dependent 
upon  when  the  existing  airport  buildings  between  the  proposed  service  road 
and  Maverick  Street  will  be  removed.  If  the  buildings  are  removed  before  or 
ing  0   r  ct?on,  the  60  dB  level  is  likely  to  be  exceeded.  To  avoi    u 
m  tigation  measures  will  be  necessary.  The  report  does  not  say  who  decides 
when  the  buildings  are  to  be  removed  or  upon  what  the  decision  will  be  based, 
if  the  deci  ion  ?ests  with  Massport,  would  it  be  advantageous  from  a  noise 
point  of  viei  to  leave  the  buildings  in  place  during  construction.  Assuming 
?he  buildings  do  remain,  how  would  their  effectiveness  in  reducing  noise 
compare  with  that  of  other  mitigation  measures  proposed  for  the  same  area; 
and  what  would  be  the  combined  effect  of  leaving  the  buildings  in  place  and 
including  some  of  the  following  recommended  measures: 

1.  construction  of  a  permanent  access  road  500  feet  north  of  Maverick 
street  by  1985; 

2.  establishment  of  a  temporary  truck  route  approximating  the  location 
of  the  proposed  relocated  service  road; 

3   routing  trucks  along  the  existing  road  adjacent  to  Maverick  Street, 
when  truck  numbers  exceed  25  per  day,  along  which  Massport  will 
construct  a  15-foot  high  temporary  barrier; 

4.  prohibiting  deliveries  between  10  pm  and  7  am? 

Discussion  of  the  above  measures  raises  some  additional  questions. 

1   Why  is  construction  of  the  permanent  access  road  proposed  for  no 
later  than  1985,  rather  than  at  the  outset  of  the  project  so  it  could 
service  all  delivery  trucks? 

2.  How  often  will  truck  numbers  exceed  25  per  day? 

3   Why  is  a  15-foot  wall,  which  would  achieve  a  3-7dB  ""eduction, 
proposed  when  a  13dB  reduction  could  be  achieved  with  a  20-foot 
structure? 
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Freight  Forwarders 


fln;,lv7P  the  traffic  impact  of  locating  freight  forwarders  on  BIF. 
V,.et  .o':,TXe\Z'^?fl.l.J.   t.en™.e.  Of  trucks  jf^forw.r  ers  ..J. 

located  off  rather  tha.  on  the  '''^f  ^''  T^^.f.^^pJ™'  Ltually  acceptable 
Uhd  Use/dvisory  Counc,  jn  .cate     .  erest  -  P  ^^"J^S^^,^,  ,Z.   BIF7 


zoning  changes 


■   Council  indicates  an  interest  m  pur^u.-y  "'"^"":;^^  -;;;:, 
What  options  are  available  for  forwarders  other  than  BIF. 


Community  Streets 

The  closing  of  airport  entrances  from  ""erick/Porter  Streets  was 
discussed  in  the  E.R  but  ™  co"clus  ons  were  g,ven^    „  K't^,rentrance. 
entering  the  airport,  of  which  16<  )=  tr"^'<^f  P'"",^  ;(„on.  What  would  be 

Third  Harbor  Crossing 
be  needed  in  the  future. 


SU:cg 
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MITIGATION 


The  EIR  discusses  ways  in  which  impacts  can  be  mitigated  and  makes 
definite  comnitments  to  incorporate  many  of  them  into  the  plans  in  what 
appears  to  be  a  genuine  effort  to  minimize  negative  impacts  on  adjacent 
communities.  In  addition  to  the  firm  conmitments  made  in  Chapter  5, 
several  measures  are  promised  throughout  the  text  and  appendices  which 
should  be  added  to  the  Chapter  5  list.  These  include  energy  conservation 
in  building  design,  including  such  solar  and  microcl imactic  considerations 
as  orientation  of  buildings  to  maximize  solar  potential,  provision  for 
keeping  winter  winds  out  and  for  allowing  summer  breezes  in;  measures 
aimed  at  reducing  traffic;  oil/water  separators  for  aircraft  apron  areas; 
dust  reduction  during  construction;  and  limitation  of  construction  work 
to  the  hours  of  7  am  to  3:30  pm. 

In  some  instances  Massport  has  not  gone  as  far  as  it  could  go  toward 
committing  to  measures  which  will  minimize  impacts  on  the  environment.  The 
MEPA  Act  requires  that  Massport  take  all  feasible  measures  to  avoid  or 
minimize  damage  to  the  environment.  In  other  instances  planning  for 
implementation  of  mitigation  measures  needs  to  be  carried  further  than 
has  been  described  in  the  Report  if  the  measures  are  to  be  effective.  Such 
areas  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  below.  The  list  of  mitigation  measures 
in  Chapter  5  should  be  expanded  to  include  the  following  measures. 

1 .  Compliance  with  Clean  Air  Act  and  State  Implementation  Plan 

It  looks  as  though  Massport  is  managing  to  get  BIF  development  in 
under  the  wire  with  respect  to  emissions  offsets,  and  that  Massport  will  be 
a  beneficiary  of  the  delays  in  implementation  of  the  SIP.  This  should  not 
be  permitted  to  occur,  and  the  fact  that  Logan  is  a  major  source  of  CO,  HC, 
NO  and  TSP  emissions  should  not  be  lost  in  the  semantics  of  how  it  is 
cui^rently  designated.  If,  as  the  DEQE  comment  states,  major  sources  can 
be  required  by  EPA  and  DEQE  to  offset  emissions  from  a  new  project  by 
reducing  emissions  elsewhere,  compliance  will  evidently  have  to  be  achieved 
nor  or  never.  By  the  time  the  SIP  is  approved,  BIF  will  no  longer  be  a 
"new"  project  and  will  therefore  not  be  required  to  comply. 

There  are  at  least  two  possible  ways  of  avoiding  this  violation  of 
the  intent  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  One  is  for  Massport  to  work  with  EPA  or 
DEQE  to  develop  and  agree  on  emissions  control  strategies  before  proceeding 
with  BIF  development.  Another  is  for  Massport  to  conmit  itself  to  do  so 
once  the  SIP  has  been  approved.  Commitment  to  either  approach,  or  to  some 
combination  of  the  two,  should  be  included  as  a  mitigation  measure  in  the 
Final  EIR. 
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2   TSnnnrLof  Buffer  Construction  on  BIj 

The  EIR  anticipates  that  by  198-3  the  following  percentages  of  cargo  and 
GA  facilities  will  be  completed: 

at  least  50%  of  the  primary  cargo  building  and  apron 
:  Zi:\oll  oflhe^ilding  and  apron  serving  itinerant  and 
smaller  cargo  operators. 
The  constructed  facilities  wi^^e^perational  (though  not^at  capacity)  while 

construction  of  later  P^^^^^""^^"'^^^,  buffer  along  the  west  side  of  B  F 
for  construction  of  ^P^"^^^°^''^'M'spon  indicate  that  it  is  not  likely 
is  imprecise,  and  ^^f.^^^^^^^^c/n^Cct  on  of  t'e  buffer,  whether  active, 
to  be  constructed  until  1587.  Construction  o        ^^^  ^^  ^t  can  begin 

passive  or  a  combination  of  f  ^^t^°'  ^^^"'J,^  noise  buffer  during  construction 
sooner  to  serve  its  functions  as  visual  and  "°^^  ^  ^  ^ould  be  made  to 
nd  before  other  Phases  become  operaton.ico^t^ent^s^^   ^^  ^^^^^^ 

P-l-^l-on^arrf^nlf  loufh  Ts^i^nS^caL^ in  the  current  timetable. 

should  be  attractively  landscaped. 

■  4   li^drocarbonjmission^ 

The  EIR  dismisses  measures  for  control  of  fuel  storage  ^^^^^ 
other  than  an  BIF  itself,  on  the  bas   ^h^  "Sat  ontro   are  not  currently 

A.  control  of  emissions  ^["^'^.^^i^.JJSMrJu'inTssrJeduction 
handling  facilities,  which  ^^ould  result  jn  intensity; 
in  total  airport  emissions  ^J^/  ^5^  ^edu  'ion    ^^^  ^^  ^^^.^^ 

B.  reductions  expected  to  result  ^'^°;.;^^'''bv  another  10-20%; 
classes,  reducing  ^ota  a.rport  em,  s.on  by  a^^^^      facilities 

C.  control  of  ^apor  emissions  at  fuel  torage        ^^„^  ^^ 
on  BIF,  predicted  to  reduce  HC  on  bih  hda  <ji 


Jeffries  Point. 
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Vapor  recovery  efficiency  is  high,  and  control  methods  are  cost 
effective.  Since  the  HC  problem  is  already  severe  at  Logan,  and  since  the 
proposed  development  plan  predicts  at  17%  increase  over  existing  levels, 
HC  emissions  should  be  reduced  wherever  feasible  by  installing  vapor  recovery 
systems  at  all  fuel  storage  and  handling  locations. 

5.  FAR  Part  36  Compliance  Schedule 

Aircraft  noise  is  obviously  a  major  source  of  distress  to  residents 
in  several  communities  underlying  flight  paths.  FAA  noise  regulations 
have  established  a  schedule  for  aircraft  to  comply  with  given  noise  levels 
set  forth  in  FAR  Part  36  by  certain  dates  (1895  for  most  planes;  1988  for 
small  2-engine  jets)  however,  there  has  been  a  tendency  for  those  dates  to 
be  pushed  back.  As  an  assurance  to  communities  that  noise  reductions  will 
progress  as  presently  portrayed,  Massport  should  require,  as  a  mitigation 
measure,  that  aircraft  using  Logan  must  meet  the  FAR  Part  36  current 
compliance  schedule  irrespective  of  whether  the  federal  schedule  changes 
or  remains  the  same. 

6.  Dust  Control  During  Construction 

Planning  and  commitments  to  accomplish  the  needed  50%  reduction  to 
meet  the  standard  for  particulates  during  construction  are  not  precise  enough 
and  have  not  been  carried  far  enough.  The  measures  to  reduce  dust  during 
construction  described  in  Chapter  5  are  excellent  in  principle,  but  they 
leave  some  important  decisions  to  be  made  on  the  spot  and  uncertainty 
as  to  how  they  will  be  implemented.  It  is  not  clear  who  will  instruct  and 
monitor  the  contractors  or  who  will  decide  when  conditions  warrant  application 
of  mitigation  measures.  Massport  should  make  this  clear,  and  should  follow 
the  community's  suggestion  that  mitigation  measures  (including  the  15-acre 
construction  area  limitation)  and  monitoring  procedures  be  specified  in 
construction  contracts. 

Massport  should  make  a  commitment  to  ensure  that  TSP  standards  are 
met  during  construction  and  to  install  air-quality  monitoring  devices  on-site. 

7.  Other  Construction  Mitigation  Measures 

A.  A  "quiet"  pile  driver  should  be  used,  if  feasible. 

B.  Only  equipment  which  meets  current  EPA  standards  for  noise 
emissions  should  be  used. 

C.  Construction  noise  standards  should  be  developed  for  this 
project  and  noise  should  be  monitored. 

D.  The  EIR  states  that  unless  major  phases  of  construction  overlap, 
noise  levels  are  expected  to  be  lower  than  existing  daytime 
noise  levels.  Ensuring  that  major  phases  do  not  overlap  is  a 
possible  mitigation  measure  which  was  not  mentioned  but  should  be 
included.  Although  it  may  not  be  feasible  to  plan  precise 
construction  methods  and  schedules  this  far  in  advance,  it 
should  be  possible  to  schedule  major  phases  of  the  project  to 

avoid  overlap,  if  overlap  produces  a  noticeable  effect  on  noise  levels 
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r   Tho  FTP  stated  that  construction  work  is  to  take  place  between 
'•  Ite  hoSrsTf  7  AM  and  3:30  PM.  Could  this  be  put  in  the  for.  of 

a  commitment? 

8.  Noise  Reduction 

ii   ThP  FTR  states  that  N-S  rather  than  E-W  orientation  of  cargo 
'•  'build  ngw'oud'achieve  a  3  dB  reduction   Rebecca  neishman 
o^ents  that  a  3  dB  increase  is  a  ^^^arly  audible  c  a  ge^  It 
is  not  clear  why  this  mitigating  measure  has  b^^^^^Jf  Jf^:^,^ 
B   Why  is  a  15-foot  wall,  which  would  achieve  a  5-7  dB  reduction. 

traffic  until  the  buffer  is  in  place. 

9.  Traffic  Mitigation 

Measures  to  reduce  CO  at  tunnel  P°::^^f,;/!^,;°J,',:rbfc:3sr'' 
addressed.  No  mitigation  -asures  were  inclu  d  f -   e   nnel  becau^^.^^^^ 

standards  will  not  be  exceeded  n  1987^  i^crea'e'of  10.3%  over  existing  con- 
to  increase  again,  and  the  EIR  shows  ^I^J^^^^^^^^q"  despite  reductions  that 
ditions  for  the  P-'oposed  development  plan  n  2000  despu^^    emissions. 

will  have  been  achieved  by  stricter  |e,f  1^^^/^^'f ''.fg.dip'^ear  2000  at 
It  also  predicts  near  violations  of  ^^^^J"^?""  f  J-fton  H^tel .  The  fact 
airport  terminals,  parking  facilities  and  at  ^^^  "^;°"i,  g'   ted  to 
that  federal  regulation  of  auto  and  ^J^^l^^f^^^^^  ^^^/^  doe  not  license 
reduce  CO  levels,  bringing  the  J^'fP^^^J"^?  "T.i^on  to  t'^  °^'^°'' 
Massport  to  increase  the  reduced  ^f  ^^^l Jj^^J  J'°onqestion,  these 
nuisance  and  delay  factors  ^^^^h  stem  from  traffccongesno,^^^^ 
traffic-related  air  quality  problems  make  effective  trairit  re 
programs  imperative. 

Potential  ways  to  minimize  traffic  and  tunnel  congestion,  some  of 
which  were  discussed  in  the  EIR,  include: 

1.  shuttle  bus  service  connecting  BIF  to  existing  public  transportation; 

7   emolovee  car  and  van  pools;  „,  „„  dtp- 

3  reduction  in  number  of  employee  parking  spaces  on  BIF. 

4  improved  bus  and  limosine  service;     ^ 

tation  at  both  ends. 
Although  the  EIR  states  that  ^-^P-J  is  con^itted  to  re^^cins^^^^f  ^^ 
and  the  programs  suggested  are  good  ^-^  P^  "^^P}^'.^°  implementation  and 
concerning  responsibility  for  their  Plf^J^^'^l^^^^^Ia^e  prior  to  completion 
monitoring.  Planning  of  these  measures  should  take  place  P^^^^^.^^  ^^^^^.^ 

of  construction  so  that  when  ^  ,0P  ''f/^^J^.^J^^.S,^  ^prementation  at  the  outset, 
cotmience.  measures  to  -reduce  traffic  ^^^ J^^f ^/^^^  J^   participate  in  the  • 
How  will  Massport  ensure  that  future  tenants  auut^t    k  .  i^_^_^-j 
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above  programs?  What  mechanism  will  be  used  to  monitor  their  effectiveness? 

The  response  to  these  question^  and  a  precise  description  of  how 
these  programs  will  be  implemented  should  be  submitted  in  the  form  of  a 
definite  commitment. 


SU:cg 
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TRAFFIC  ASPECTS  oF  THE  bllU)   ISLAND  FLATS  FINAL  EIR  and  AFFEi^DICES 

For  the  entire  site,  it  is  understood  that  developfpent  will 
he  United  to  9^   acres,  with  65  ncres  for  build vnc  area  and 
10  acres  for  apron  area.  In  ter-r^s  of  land  use,  75  acres  will  be 
for  air  carr.o  functions,  whereas  20  acres  will  be  for  concentrated 
co-^-^ercial  developnent,  which  tends  to  Generate  larger  aniounts  of 
traffic.  The  con^mercial  site  is  expected  for  con^.pletion  by  1985, 
with  the  carco  facilities  gradually  exi.andin,;  in  activity  an^ 
generated  traffic  up  to  the  year  2000. 

The  concept  of  having  land  activities  near  Jeffrey's  i^oint 
which  are  not  noisy  is  good,  but  problems  occur  in  other  areas 
if  traffic  impacts  are  taken  into  account,  ihe  office  and  licsht 
'industry  in  particular  suggest  busy  traffic  conditions,  with 
poor  transit  access;  however,  the  i.otel/Convent ion  Center  has 
beneficial  impacts,  inasmuch  as  there  may  be  reductions  in 
peak  hour  travel  between  the  airport  and  downtown  boston.  It  is 
n  shame  that  the  hotel  is  at  BIF  rather  than  over  the  MilA  station 
as  a  hotel  was  surp.ested  a  few  y^ars  ago.  The  1-station  location 
^akps  morP  sense  for  transit  access  to  dou-ntown  Boston  and  would 
ppr-^it  inprove-ents  to  t>^e  Airport  T  station. 

EXISTING  TRAFFIC    .    The  overall  traffic  analysis  is  not  presented 
;:;:-::-:;::;;:;:■:,::;;;;;::::;:;;;!;:•       in  an  orderly  and  methodical  rranner.  Infornatio 
son^eti^es  appears  almost  rnndo-  in  presentation,  and  the  results 
are  an  increased  tendency  to  present  inconsistent  information.  For 
example,  existing  traffic  data  (1979)  varies  fro.  a  total  of  30.492 
on  page  A-39  to  36.363  on  page  A-22  and  also  on  figure  m.3-1.  Ihe 
lower  count  is  referred  to  as  a  "1979  count"  and  is  used  within  the 
analysis,  while  the  larger  count  is  referred  to  as  an  "April  1979 
count.  Th^  inconsistencies  between  the  two  counts  are  shov.-n  in 
.  the  breakdown  of  enterinn  volu.es  from  the  four  main  entry  points 
to  Logan  A^  rport  « 
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Count  Differer 

E.rKY     #1        ^'^^' ^^282"  3645  ^17.5;. 

DMRY      ■>  A    (tunnel)        16.5A6  21.339  -   22.5. 

,,      -1  c  «^  Ti^S  8,534  -32.7.. 

-»   ono  2.825  "•■  38. 4. 

ENTK¥-    i/  6  3*909  lllii. 

30.492         -  36.363  -   16.1.. 

such  variation    is   extraordinary  and   requires    explanation. 
Traffic  counts  n-ay  vary   5-10^;.  fron  one  weekday  to  the  next,    but   such 
T^ajor   fluctuations   are  most   unexpected. 

so  the   first   thing  which  needs   to  be  done    is   to  establish 
what   are  reasonable  existing  traffic  volures.    As   ^est   as    I   can 
determine   fron   the  data   on   pages   A.20.21.    there  are    37.000  vehicles 
entering   Loran    overall    (74.000  ADT),   with  about   60.000   on   the  n^ain 
access   road    to  Lo.an  and   about    7.000  ADT   on   each   of   the   other   two 

access   roads. 

In  art.Hclon   to  traffic  which   is  enterlnc  and   leavino  the 
peri-i^er   of  the  Airport,    corsllRration  should  be  Given  to 
InternaUy  circulatlne  traffic,   vhlch   includes   buses,    taxis, 
hotel/rental  car  courtesy  vans.    etc.    Base,  on   f.ble  D-2  of  Appendix 
and  FlE-   A. 3-1.    1  vould   estl:,ate  circulating  traffic  within  the 
airport   loop  to  be   in   the  range  of  2000  to  3000  „U1 .   .ne  loop  would 
be  via  the  I-station  and     the     other  turnaroun,;  on  the  crossroad   Sb 
Itself.   This  volume  of  traffic  would  have  an  effect   on   the 
internal   conpestlon  of  the  airport   loop  at   the  two  crossroad 

^"■"^B::ed  on  the  April  1979  data  (p.  A-22)  about  ^000  AUX  of 
„edlu..,  and  heavy  duty  trucks  are  part  of  the  total  7A.O00  AUI 
vehicular  traffic  to  Lor.an   --   "r  about   3  .. 

Existing,  traffic  to  the  airport  co™es  sirni  f  irantly   from 

^r   =;/■    r     rn  SS.?").   d^ponding,   on  which 
the   tunn'-ls.    in   the  range   of   54.3..   to   ^^./.   "    i 

1979   count    is   used. 

The  report  does  not  contain   peak  hour  turnxnr,  movement 
counts  at  the  crossroad   Intersections.    Thus   the  effects   of 
increased  traffic  Growth  cannot   be  evaluated,   nor  can  the 
assertions   of  the  Final  EIH  be  checked   for  validity. 
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CARGO  GRarrH    • 


The  4":  annual   p,ro\,;th  rate   in  carco   Is   properly 

r«=flected   in  the  year  2000   projection   of  A73.000 

tonsT  However,    the  1980   (existing)   figure  should  have   been  added 
to  T^les  S-1  and   1.3-2.    In  either  Table,    the   figure   for  1987 
appears   too  low  and  .ay  be  a  typo   (should  be   288.000?).    The 
figure   "536.000"    on   top  of   page  S-3   should   be  473.000.    if  nail    is 

excluded.  '    _  •       ^    ,.,      ^v,o 

KCiXXKXGIXKXfc:i:K  TKir  GLNEKAriUN    .        Due   to  variations    is   <3^ta.    the 

::::.::.;.;::.:.:..:.;;;:;;•;:;:  :i:;:i::;;H  I:  i:;:::r:;i:;h;!;;;:H:;;;:i;;H:  generation  rates   used   by   ilb 

ca^t^^^  useful  r  they' can"  be'n^l^  It    is   probably  best   to 

u.se   then  unless   other   emplrfcal  data   Is   cited    to  show  .ore  realistic 

'"""^Ihe  dally   trip  generation   for   the  various   land   use  components 
of   the  recor.mended   plan   Is    .  ^^^^^e^waiLJnterln^  Traffic 

DEIR  FEIR   (A-7)        FEIR      (2-13)        HE 

-  VlOOOsf 


Land   Use 

Air   Cnrr,o/Forwarders 

Offices 

Hot el /Conference 

Lt.   :;anufacturlnr, 


in.8/l000sf 

3.l/roon> 
1.95/lOOOsf 


.•-    /lOOOsf 
7.15/lOOOsf 

3.l/roon 
2.99/inOOsf 


4.6/lOOOsf 
7.2/lOOOsf 
4.8/lOOOsf 
3.0/lOOOsf 


6.15/ 
5.25/ 
2.73/ 


It  would   have  been  a   useful   check  on    the   process    to   Include   the 
number   of   employees,    especially  since  .odern   offices  with   the 
compact    "open   office"   arrangement  will   tend    to  have  .ore  employees 
per    1000   s.f.    The   FZIU  does   note   that   a    total    of    3600   new   employees 
are  expected   fro^i   BIF  .levelopmenc. 

ntdces  noc  have  a  r.ethod  of  estlnntina  air  carco  trip 
generation,    but  the  data   In  the  FUK  appears  "-"-">',f  "^'f ; 
If  the   proposed   cargo  „evelop.ent    Is  ','.3,000  s.f.   vith  21,000  s.    • 
,1  support   buUdln.s   (1-1).    then  the  nunber  of  trucK  trrps   fro.  the 
cargo  operations  -1th  «0.000  s.f.    of  effective  cargo  operations 
U  2.160  enterln,.,  true,  trips/day.   TMs  conclusion  chocks  vUh 

•        ^„     A  71   rh-it   3.3  trucks  and  2.2   cars  are  enterinL 
the  assvnption   (p.   A-7)   that    J.J  cr  j<.  »  ,,.,.,.  „„,,id 

Loran   oach  -lav   per    1000   tons    of   annual    frclnht   handled.    It   would 
Z^r]   ho,-.ever.    that   proper  weighted  application  of  direct  and 
indir-ct  carri^.r  trucV   trips   on  M,.,c  A-'-  .'.nd  A-0  should  be 
;:rp.r   1000   tons    for    trucks   and   2..    per   1000   tons    for   e,plcyee-autc 


A-5-21 


trips   generated. 

fhis  conclusion  that   2160  entering  truck  trips  are   produced 
from    full -development   (443,000  s.f.)    cargo  handling  at    tilF 
suggests   that   today  with  about   215.000   s.f.    there   should   be 
about    lOnO   trucks   a   day   entering.    However,    data   on   page  A-8 
shoKs   about   130,000  annual   entering   truck   trips,    over   about   320 
annual   davs      or  about   475  truck  trips  a  day.    F.athenrore,    on 
page  A-22.    the  April   1979  traffic  count   shows    3,343   trucks    of  all 
types   entorinr,  Loran   daily.    Clearly,    not   all   trucks   are  headed 
for   carro   operations,    but   the   situation   beconcs   even  r.ore   confused 
when   the  cxistinr,   3.343   truck   figure   is   added   to  data   on   pages   A-19 
and   A-20    : 

■ICTAL  TKUCk  TRlhS   ENTERING   LuGAN   AllUoRT    (all   types) 

YT^^,^                    iroponcd   Develop.         orig.    DillR                   1''^'''/^}!! 
^-'^'^  '  No-build  ''O   i3uild 

3,343  3,343 

4.440  2,019 

5,130  2,375 

5.502  2,375 

5,843  2,375 

There  does  not  anpear  to  be  any  coherence  or  consistency  in  any 
of  the.'-  rrowth  projections.  Whop  the  FEIR  r.n.ns    or,  page  4-^0 
th.t  "The  trucw  volumes  assorl.t.d  with  I  h^  pmpo.o,  clevelop.enr 
plan  arc  the  lo^.est  anon.  Build  al^  ern.t  iv.s , "  i  sr^ply  cannot 
resoond  because  the  creHibiliry  of  th^  truck  volu.e  figures  is 
so  weak.  Problons  vith  truck  volumes  were  bro,,rht  up  by  .lEtA 
durinr  the  review  of  the  Draft,  and  it  should  be  the  job  of  the 
FEIR  to  get  this  data  right,  labl.  A-2-1  is  even  r^.ore  confusing  . 
in  n,any  cases  identical  auto  and  truck  traffic  appears  to  be 
generated  by  :5lF  and  the  .sorth  .,pron.  ..oreovcr.  for  nany  cargo 
alternatives,  the  auto  generation  is  set  at  zero,  wV^,^  is 
inconsistent  with  data  in  the  FEIK  (includi-u-.  ^'-  2.2  cars/lOOO 
annual  tons  handled).  This  chart  should  be  deep-sixed  and  new, 
correct  data  for  both  building  area  and  generation  rates  included. 
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19' >o 

3.343 

1932 

1.143 

1937 

2.765 

1993 

4. 018 

2000  : 

3.216 

DEIK/FEIR  infornatlon  on  trip  generation     pnje  3  above)   is 
not  aocu-,ented    in  the  report.    Ihe  act„nl  °-^-^%^^^'"''-'';'ll\ 
trlfflc  voltes   for  the  full  Bit  development  are' est.nated  to  be    . 

r-TP    Traffic  •  EuM/lin   irafflc 

tnterinc       __       F^IR  m,  Enterlnfi         flln 

LandLse       _FEliiJ<at^     Enter  ina       _dPi.-  fcnter_D         _ 

Air  Carco   .   4.6/1000  2110  «20       trucks     ^^^^^^oo'^f 

"3.000  sf  „o,  281,  cars        ^]l^ ^ ^ ^,,,'^° 

Office    ,  7.1S/1000  3ns  7030  3^5  7030 

l.otel/Conr.         3.1/r..  10R5  2170  1B37  3r.^..^^^^_ 

Lt.    -'anuf.      ?.99/l0n0  ^07  l79.  ^^  ^3   5.'^6/l0 

ico.ono  sf.  ■ 


mrshouW  have  ™ade  very  easy,   because  this   Is   the  type  of      _ 
su  na  y  data  which  an  KIK  Is   Intended   to  present.    1  was  not   able 

sun.nnry   uau  sipnificance  was    of 

to   finH    in    Che   FEIR   a    statenent    of  vhat  siL 

.       ,f   rnffic  volme-,    on   Lor.an   as   a   whole.    At   least 
these   typ.s    of   traffic  volu    .  ^^^^,,    ,,  ,   conclusion    that 

places    i.   the   text    (includinR  S-l-)   ref err -. 

vehicular   traffic    is   e..^-cte.    to   .e  ..tween    ^^^^^^^^ ^^^,,^^ 
p.esent    traffic  ^o-e     .Uh   o     .u..^^.    ^^   •  ^J  •  ^^,   ^^^^^   ^^^^ 

Of   .he   --7;--;^   r      :;  -l.   vhli;   th.  i.-^P.cts   .i^      BIF 

presente'i   as    part   of  •  ^^    alternatives. 

shoulH   have   b.en   pros^n.e.   as    part   o      U^J  ^^^    _^    ^^^ 

What    should   have   been   a   sinplr    present  atm. 

"'"it    Should   be  noted   that    In   th.   B„rlln.ton   Woods    UK   C..E.   0372S 

.He.  trip  generation  rate  used   Tot   2:^^Z:i^  ^ ^^^^^ 

en  rhat   A20  rooms   i^onerated   6,3UU  ALL    mc        o 

so  that   azu   r  b  conference  c^tr: 

center   could   generate  r-ore   tr.ps   du.    to   tie 

activUv   over   and   abov^.   the  hotel  roo.s.    so  that    the   above 

'  V    ,    low.   for   hotel/conf.    center   traffic 

estimates   rray  be   somewhat   low   for  hotel/ 
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If  the  15  ADT  trip  generation  figure  were  applied  to  DlF,  then 
the  total  ADT  would  be  Increased  to  21.339,  or  aln^ost  twice  the 
ADT  sugRPSted  by  the  frar.nentary  data  in  the  FEIK. 

If  any  Table  in  the  FEIR  were  to  do  the  job  of  s^marizlnc  the 
traffic  data,  then  Table  A. 3-18  should  have  done  the  job.  however. 
It  aoppars  that  this  table  is  exactly  the  sane  as  the  Table  printed 
on  par.e   A-25  of  the  Dfaft,  except  for  beina  retyped.  Given  all  the 
differences  in  project  size  and  generation  rates  plus  the  controversy 
over  the  truck  ficures  and  the  definition  of  :.o-ouild.  this  lable 
should  have  been  substantially  revanped.  It  does  tell  use  that 
General  Traffic  entering  (which  appears  to  nean  non-cargo-related 
traffic)  is  expected  to  be  57.370  vpd  in  the  year  2000.  for  an 
.»LT  of  11A.740.   Total  ADT  ranges  fro.r.  12«,450  to  146,104  ADI. 
conpared  to  April  1979  counts  of  about  74.000  ADT.  So  the  traffic 
increases  would  be  73".  to  97^.  "with  or  without"  blF.  Where  does  the 
50.  to  150'.  figure  cone  from? 

If  vP  conpare  the  FEIR  figure  of  11.114  ADT  as  the  BIF  increneni 
to  thP  original  total  Logan  ADT  of  74.000  then  the  BIF  represents 
a  ir.  increase  in  daily  traffic  For  the  higher  estinate  of  this 
analysis.  21.339  ADT.  this  traffic  prowch  due  to  BIF  is  29...       I 
However,  because  of  the  desire  to  nini-.i2e(and  even  reduce)       .j 
traffic  at  the  two  ninor  access  points  to  Logan  in  East  Boston. 
thP  traffic  increases  will  necessarily  be  channeled  through  the 
.ain  access  roads  fro.  Logan,  which  have  about  60.000  .DF.  Thus 
these  congested  access  roads  would  be^expected  to  experience      ^ 
traffic  growth  of  between  18.5.  and  35.5:.. 

Such  growth  incre:nents  on  a  daily  basis  are  quite  significant 
for  an  area  as  congested  as  Logan  Airport  and  its  circulation  loop 
and  crossroad  systenu  The  office  generation  does  nothing  to  inprove 
the  situation,  arui  the  of f ice/confrrence  center  ,r.ay  attract  new 
activity  and  traffic,  rather  than  diverting  existing  activity  which 
might  be  bound  for  do;^town  or  the  Route  123  belt. 
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E^IPLUYMEM  AND  PARKIaG    i   It  is  noted  on  pace  4-62  that  3600  new  jc 
■  iii;^:i;!i!;i;;li;:;H::;^;i::;;;:i;::i:;i;:i;;i;iH         will  be  created  by  blF,  conpared  with 
the  existing  total  of  11,739  at  Logan  (p.  4-62)  Ihus  the  number  of 
jobs  increases  by  about  31/..  I  might  have  expected  the  nunber  of 
new  jobs  to  be  higher  based  on  the  traffic  analysis.  It  would  be 
good  to  have  a  detailed  breakdown  of  new  job  categories  and  nuinbers. 

The  shuttle  bus  will  definitely  be  needed  to  help  reduce  the 
number  of  parking  spaces  for  3600  enployees  down  to  1800.  If  we 
assvrie  that  the  cargo  workers  are  half  daytime  and  half  nighttime 
shifts,  then  there  are  about  3000  additional  daytime  jobs,  with 
a  need  for  2400  parking  spaces  (if  80%  of  employees  cone  by  car. 
one  person  p-r  car,  A-42).  If  70'.  of  the  enployees  come  by  car, 
with  1.5  people  optimistically  per  car  with  ride  sharing,  then 
UOO  parking,  splices  are  needed  for  employees,  with  400  remaining  for 
'  hotel  guests  and  business  visitors,  liow  was  the  ISOO  parking  spaces 
estimated  ? 

?E.\K  hoLK  IliAFFlC  ANALYSIS  •   The  peak  hour  analysis  in  the  report 

i::;:::;^;;^  .;:;::;•  ::nH:h  ■;::;.:  :i:^..::^::i:;:JL;ii:    and  particularly  the  Appendices  is 
iriiniscule.  There  is  no  way  that  the  results  can  be  checked  or 

reviewed . 

First,  we  need  to  know  how  much  peak  hour  traffic  will 
be  generated,  cn  page  2-32,  the  BIF  in  1985  is  expected  to  generate 
AOO  cars  at  the  crossover  interesection  in  the  peak  hour.  However, 
if  we  assuTie  that  in  1985  the  cargo  handling  at  BIF  will  be  at 
2T;  of  naximuni  capacity  and  that  a  V.  peak  hour  factor  is 
applicable  for  cargo  traffic,  a  12^;  factor  for  office  (lO'.  out, 
2\  in  for  T-'  peak),  a  7.5%  factor  for  hotel/conf.  (A. 4%  out.  3.1^.  m. 
and  10%  for  light  industry  (7,  out,  3.  in  for  ?:.  street  peak). 
thpn  tho  i>-ak  traffic  is  «    T'^'^li   ^00^ 

Cargo     473.000   7420  ADT  l'^'^  In       ^^-   out  370  tot 

Office    500.000  sf.   7030  ADT       1^0  In       703  out    B63  to, 

Hotel/conf  350  roo^s   5250  ADT       160  in       230  out    390  to, 

"   Lt.'llanuf.  300.000     1640  ADT        50  in       ll5^ut    165  to, 

loTAL   '2lT33'97L7'      535  in      12  35  out   1.770  to, 
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and  for  19RS  i 

TUTAL  .    15,775        395  In  1095  Out 

Total  Peak  Hour  i    1^90 

Note  that  the  n<^t  chance,  the  difference  of  Ins  and  outsets  700/hou 
Another  measure  Is  to  use  the  rule  of  thanb  for  cornnercial  parking 
lots  that  about  half  the  capacity  Is  vacated  In  the  peak  hour.  For 
the  1800-car  parking  area  at  BIF.  this  a.nounts  to  a  900-car  net 
change.  laklng  Into  account  the  deletion  of  300-parklnG  spaces 
elsewhere  at  Logan,  for  a  net  of  1500  spaces,  then  the  peak  hour 
net  change  would  be  750.  which  Is  close  to  the  figure  above. 
Hov;ever,  both  the  figure  of  750  and  the  total  peak  houi" 
trafflc  volun^e  of  1A90  differ  fron  the  400-cars  In  the  peak  hour 
referred  to  on  page  2-32.  This  najor  discrepancy  should  be  resolvec 
Tho  FETR  lacks  turning  movement  diagrams,  so  that  the  traffic 
levels  of  service  at  the  crossover  Intersections  on  the  Airport  Lo^ 
could  not  be  checked.  The  FEIR  begins  by  discussing  practical 
rapacity  of  the  Intersections  In  terms  of  LoS  "C".  which  Is  more 
than  optimum.  Since  tunnel  congestion  and  blockages  are  classic 
LLS  F  conditions  and  LuS  E  and  F  occurs  with  considerable  frequenc 
today,  the  focus  on  LUS  C  is  strange  Indeed.  It  would  be  best  to 
discuss  capacity  as  most  laymen  uinlerstand  It  --  maximum  LoS  E 
capacity  or  number  of  cars  that  can  be  gotten  through  the  inter- 
section, (pp.  2-29  to  2-30)  ihe  FEIK  mentions  forecasts  of  200  car 
hour  increases  In  non-BlF  traffic  and  that  traffic  Increases  of 
1-2  years  would  drop  the  LuS  an  additional  step  (2-31).  Ihus , 
periods  which  are  now  LoS  C  would  be  D.  those  now  L.S  D  would  be 
E.  and  one  assies  that  LoS  £  periods  would  be  subject  to  longer 

Queues  and  delays.  .  r--,       i^ 

V.e   FEIR  states  that  development  of  Bird  Island  Flats  would 
accelerate  traffic  congestion  by  "one  year  at  the  most"  (2-32) 
vet  the  FEIR  estimates  BIF  traffic  growth  by  1985  to  be  .00  cars/ 
hour  or  two  years  of  eouivalent  traffic  growth.  The  1985  data 
-  calculated  at  the  top  of  this  page  show  a  traffic  gro.-th  In  1985 
of  1490  vehicles  per  peak  hour,  which  by  the  own  neasures  of  the 
FEIU  are  equivalent  to  7.3  years  of  growth  of  "nomal  traffic  . 
Clearly,  the  FEIR  tends  to  understate  the  traffic  Inpacts. 
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•Xunnel   Impacts  arc  not  discussed    In  any  nuarfitative  ways. 
n„  pore  «-48  is   the  observation  that  tunnel   impacts  are 

!,!  the  result  of  co..™ercial  development"  and  that  traffic 
-rrlirUln  Build  aUernatives  without  '^^^I^^^^^CH: 

TZ :::::  ::a:i:ri:":tp:;r^":.n:.o:ai  traffic  resuuin. 

tunnel   inpact   ^"^  f,„,^„g,,   „ip,ht  af.eravate 

f,on  connercial  development  at  ^^^^^^^^^^  „f  ,1,   pollution 

rTt":  ;:.:  :.;r:       ."^  sir t:\nply  that   hecau.e  th^cs  are 
Inpacts    on   pap.e  ^  .„   rho   oeak  hour,    but  nip.ht 

With  turning  n.c^.e..ent   counts   at   the   crossever 
1H    bP   Dosslblp   to  esti.nate   the    inpacts    of   new   traffic. 
It  would    be   possiDi,  ,,,fr.p   enrinperinc   changes, 

well   as    sicnal   retir.inc   or    other   traffic   en^mee 
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S.  Katser 
January  26.  1981 


MEPA  STAFF  REPORT 


REVID^'  OF  FRAFFTC  ASPECTS  OF  BIRD  ISLAND  FLATS 


INfRODUCriON 

fhe  concept  of  having  land  uses  near  Jeffrey's  Point  which  are  not 
noisy  is  Eood.  and  thus  constitutes  a  "mitigatinti  action"  in  terras  of 
aircraft  noise.  However,  problems  occur  with  the  heavy  peak  hour 
traffic  generation  from  the  office  and  manufacturing  activities,  and 
these  n^ust  be  appraised  as  well.  Transit  access  is  not  very  good 
to  the  site,  and  running  the  existing  large  buses  all  the  way  down  and 
back  to  BIF  may  severely  hamper  transit  service  to  the  rest  of  the 
airport.  A  separate  bus  loop  to  BIF  could  entail  more  confusion  at 
the  Airport  MBCA  station  and  longer  waits  for  the  bus  itself. 
The  Hotel/convention  center  would  appear  to  be  reasonable  in  traffic 
ter".s  in  that  it  could  rely  on  i^e   Hotel  courtesy  vans  already  in 
circulation  and  could  reduce  some  of  the  vehicular  congestion  at  the 
tunnel. 

EXISTING  COUNTS  •  DAILY  TRAFFIC 

Existing  traffic  counts  designated  as  ••1979"  on  page  A-AO  and 
April  1979  on  pace  A-22  and  on  Figure  A. 3-1  differ  by  unacceptable 
amounts.  Using  the  April  1979  counts  as  a  base,  the  two  counts 
differ  by  a  total  of  16".  and  the  various  entry  points  vary  by  -HV.b.. 
-22  5'  '32.7°.  and  -e  38.4:;.  Such  variations  are  extraordinary  and 
cannot' be  explained  by  consultant  "correction"  or  fine-tuning  of  the 
numbers,  fhe  count  data  should  be  reviewed,  checked  and  a  single 
"existing  traffic"  volun,e  listing  presented  for  a  reasonably  busy  day 

at  the  airport.  .    .   u   i  „ 

me  amount  of  circulating  traffic  on  a  dally  basis  should  also 
be  included,  to  account  for  transit,  and  hotel/rectal  car  courtesy 
vans. 
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DAILY  TRAFFIC  GENEJlAfED  BY  BIRD  ISLAND  FLATS  DEVELUF.lENf 

A  syscemmaclc  lis ting  should  be  provided  for  each  type  of 
land  use  at^i3lF.  with  corrected  data  for  land  use  and  generation 
rates.  Where  generation  rates  differ  from  the  cor.r.only  accepted  norm. 

an  explanation  should  be  given.  B.I.F.  Vehicles  Dally 

Entering 


Land  Use 


Air  Cargo 


Amount 


Generation  Rate 


ADT 


A73,000  s.f. 
in  yr.  2000 


Office       500,000  s.f. 
Hotel/Conf     350  rooms 
Light  Manuf.   300,000  sf 


2.58/1000  sf 

entering 
1.72/1000  sf 

7.15/1000  sf 

3.1/room 
2.99/1000  sf 


1221 

Trucks 

24A2 

81A 

Autos 

1628 

3575 

Veh. 

7150 

1085 

Veh. 

2170 

897 

Veh. 

1794 

7,592   Vehicles  15,184 


This  15,184  ADf  represents  a  20,.  Increase  over  existing  Logan  ADls 
overall  of  74.000.  If  the  goal  Is  to  minimize  any  traffic  Increases 
on  the  two  ™lnor  accesses  to  the  airport,  then  this  15.184  ADI  increase 
should  be  channeled  throuch  the  main  access  roads,  which  represents  a 
25';  Increase  over  the  60.000  ADT  here  today. 

such  growth  increments  on  a  dally  basis  are  quite  significant 
for  an  area  as  congested  as  Logan  Airport  and  Us  c.tculatlon  loop     . 
and  crossroad  system.  The  office  generation  does  nothing  "  "P^°- 
the  situation.  The  above  data  Is  based  on  Information  Provided  by 
Passport  m  the  Final  EIR.  The  office  and  manufacturing  8^-"^°" 
rates  appear  OK.  and  the  air  cargo  rates  appear  to  have  been  studied 
u       ely  a  the  Airport,  although  given  the  problems  with  n^bers 
so   r  a  other  checK  (possibly  a  caparison  with  air  cargo  studies  at 
other  irports)  might  be  a  good  Idea.  The  hotel  generation  rates 
may  appear  low.  but  could  be  checKed  by  counts  on  ^"^^  "^^  "^^^°^^" 
Hilton  hotel,  some  explanation  shouly  have  been  provided  for 
3.1  trips/room  figure  used  In  the  Final  EIR. 
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PEAK  HOUR  TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 

An  orderly  developinenc  of  peak  hour  BIF  traffic  volumes  Is 
needed.  Worfc^lng  from  the  overall  BIF  dally  volumes  above,  and 
from  reasonable  peak  hour  Vs.  ADT  percentages,  we  can  estimate  the 
peak  hour  volumes  of  vehicles  In  and  out  of  BIF. 
Year  2000  YEAR  2000 

i^nd  iJ«;e       Al^T      Peak  Hour         Peak  Hour  Vehicles  for  bIF 
Land  Use       AlU   ,^^  ^^^  ^^  „^^  ^^^  ^^^    ^..  ^^^  ^^^^L 

Cargo'      A070      2.5%  2.5).  102  102  204 

Office       7150      2.0%  11.0%  143  787  930 

3.1%  A. 4%  67  95  162 

3.0%  7.0%  54  126  180 


Hotel/Conf.   2170 
Light  Manuf.  179A 


Year  2000  i   BIF 


TOIALS  366      1110      1476 

For  the  year  1985.  with  only  25%  of  the  cargo  activity  of  the  final 
development,  the  carp.o  trips  would  be  75%  less  (77  each  way)  so  that 

Year  1985  :   BIF      TOIALS  289  In    1033  Out   1322 

These  figures  are  in  rather  stark  contrast  with  the  analysis  on  pace 
2-32  of  the  Final  EIR  which  states  that  BIF  will  generate  400  new 
vehicles  at  the  crossover  intersection  in  the  1985  peak  hour. 

Note  that  as  a  check,  the  difference  of  the  peak  hour  Ins  and  Outs 
from  bIF  Parking  is  1110  -  366  or  744  for  the  year  2000.  A  rough  check 
can  be  made  assuming  that  the  1800-car  parking  lot  at  BIF  functions 
similarly  to  an  office  parking  complex,  such  that  about  half  the  cars 
have  vacated  dyring  the  peak  hour,  or  900  cars.  Because  of  the  hotel  and 
cargo,  we  would  expect  the  volume  to  be  slightly  less,  so  that  the  744 

figure  looks  fairly  good. 

The  FEIR  lacks  turning  movement  diagrams,  although  I  understand 
that  Massport  has  this  information.  The  next  step  should  be  to 
assign  peak  hour  trips  to  the  highway  network  within  and  adjacent  to 
the  airport  and  add  these  peak  hour  volumes  to  the  turning  movements, 
tt^eby  setting  the  stage  for  capacity  calculations.  Focus  should 
be  on  the  crossover  intersections  and  inner  airport  circulation  first, 
and  then  on  the  external  problems,  of  which  the  most  significant  is 
tunnel  congestion.  A-5-30 


i.^ifiranclv  rrora  the  tunnels.  In  the  ranoe  oi  Dt  J 
significantly  ir  _^  Hassporc  dated 

daily  traffic  counts  in  the  FEIR.  Recent  ^^^^^ 

January  22.  1981,  suRsests  that  based  on  "''^//"  J"^„„,,  ,„l^es 
appear  to  have  e.tra  "Paci^y.-;-  -J  ";-:;,::  „„  ,,,.ence 
have  diminished  since  the  early  1970s.  The  arg 
to  any  perceived  decline  i   ongestlon  eve  s  e-  -e^   ^^^^^^^^^ 

''^^  "/'::  :::•":::  ;e  ion  -^e:  penods,  particularly 

i:  r;f::rr  :hen  tno  .rtery  is  ---;-'/;ni:r:rid:r/x-93 

-  ..e  Oe.y  S  .a^e  -nel)  and  ™o.d  .^the^lo..  Br^^g^  ^^^^^^ 

split,   so^etrnes  "^"^'^  "°"/  congestion  on  the  t^nel  aEProaches,  as 
U  difficult  due  "-  =;;^^fj°,     :f;,,,„p3  .  Government  Center,   for 

on  the  '-^^^^J^'llr^sJal     owntown,  and  the  toll  booths  and 
inbound   traffic  fro.  East  host  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^^^ _ 

airport  road  system  for  outbound  traffic  fr  ^^^^ 

I-      «-^^t-   1-bar   rhe  tunnels  may  acuudi.i.a    ^^^ 
Therefore,    the   fact  that  the  tun  residual  capacity 

traffic  m  the  pea.  hour  does  n^.ea         at  there^^^^_   ^^^^^^^  ^^^^^ 
m  the  system  to  permit  for  traflic  g  ^^  ^^^^^^^ 

is  heavily  congested  and  crawling  at  a  snail  s  pace  .  ^_^^ 

number  of  ysh_i^ls^- J^offi.    Out  does  not  -an  thac  -  c  ,_ 

new  "vehicles   per  hour"  to  bring  the  system  bcK  u       o  ^^ 

The  volume  vs.    capacity  ralatlonship  for  traffic 
situation,    as   shown  belovjt 

Ma«mu™  Capacity.  /1=°  galled 
"Level  of  Service  t 


Increased  congestion, 
lower  speeds 
more  stop-and-go 
movement 


C^^^C  ^ 


-|-Vcr>V 


'^^^"^r^-31 


Therefore,  the  interpretation  of  the  CTPS  data  that  implies  that 
there  has  been  sone  extra  tunnel  capacity  opening  up  is  erroneous. 
It  may  be  reasonable  to  assume  that  additional  "real"  capacity  in  the 
tunnel  could "be  improved  by  Central  Artery  ramp  changes,  but  it  must 
be  re:nembered  that  the  Central  Artery  congests  severely  for  extended  PM 
peaks  frai  Haymarket  through  the  Mass  Avenue  interchange  southbound 
and  from  Mass  Ave.  to  Charlestown  on  the  Northbound  Artery.  Some 
improve-Bents  could  be  made  at  the  tollbooths  and  on  the  airport  aroads, 
but  such  changes  for  the  P-1  peak  would  be  in  the  opposite  direction 
to  the  main  BIF  traffic,  which  is  leaving  the  airport  area. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  responded  during  the  EIR 
review  process  and  has  raised  the  issue  of  the  location  of  a  possible 
Third  Harbor  Tunnel  portal  at  Bird  Island  Flats.  It  is  probably  time 
that  this  issue  be  raised  in  a  functional  sense  as  well,  in  view  of  the 
allegations  that  a  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  is  necessary  to  provide  traffic 
relief  and  capacity  for  both  the  downtown  Artery  and  the  existing 
tonnels.  A  25-30/.  increase  in  ADT  traffic  from  the  airport  and  a  possibly 
higher  impact  in  the  peak  hour  (as  appears  projected  for  BIF)  makes  the 
Third  Harbor  tunnel  issue  more  relevant  to  the  Airport  development  issue. 
It  may  be  time  to  ask  whether  the  existing  roadway  system  with  all 
appropriate  modifications  will  be  able  to  withstate  25-307.  ADT  increases 
and  if  not  how  much  benefit  might  accrue  functionally  from  a  third 
Harbor  tunnel.  Depending  upon  the  type  of  design  and  connection,  it  is 
conceivable  that  a  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  could  have  the  following  impacts 
on  traffic  flow  i 
(a).  Make  things  better  (at  least  providing  for  more  vehicles  moved 

at  the  same  levels  of  service/congestion  as  today) 
(b).  Make  no  difference  i  existing  congestion  chokepoints  would  remain 

and  would  still  govern  the  overall  traffic  flow 
(c).  Make  things  worse  --  if  a  tunnel  design  caused  direct  congestion 

onto  the  airport  loop  road  and  prevented  airport  circulation. 
It  is  likely  that  the  proposed  improvements  to  the  Route  93/Tobin  bridge 
(Route  1)  interchange  in  Charlestown  will  provide  some  improved  Pll  peak 
outbound  capacity,  but  it  will  primarily  help  the  Leverett  Circle 
direction  because  the  existing  congestion  on  the  Northbound  Artery 
from  Haynarket  to  the  Storro^^  offramps  is  bad  enough  to  qualify  this 
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area  as  the  new  Northbound  Artery  "bottleneck.-  Because  the  Mass.  Ave. 
Banps  still  constitute  the  southbound  choke  point,  a  new  Harbor 
crossing  to  the  South  Station  area  would  appear  to  result  In  Iniproved 
access  only'to  the  West  via  the  Turnpike.  The  ramps  from  either 
direction  to'  the  Artery  could  back  up  Into  the  new  tunnel  and  reduce 
the  access  to  the  Turnpike. 

If  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  project  Is  extended  down  to  Include  the 
Mass.  Ave.  Interchange  at  the  Southeast  Expressway,  then  consideration 
must  be  eiven  to  the  fact  that  the  Southeast  Expressway  has  other 
bottlenecks  --  a  lesser  one  at  Columbia,  a  major  one  at  Neponset,  etc. 
Neither  the  Central  Artery  nor  the  Southeast  Expressway  Is  a  facility 
which  should  be  the  logical  candidate  for  Increased  traffic  volumes. 
Thus  BIF  plus  a  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  would  appear  to  Imply  good  access 
to  the  Turnpike  but  Increased  congestion  on  the  Central  Artery  and 
southeast  Expressway.  Without  a  Third  Harbor  Tunnel.  Bird  Island  Flats 
would  mean  Increased  congestion  at  the  existing  tunnels  and  along  the 
circulation  loop  at  the  airport.  In  this  context,  selection  of  Bird 
Island  Flats  develofr,ent  should  consider  traffic  Impacts  very  closely. 
and  It  would  appear  that  the  office  and  manufacturing  land  uses  are 
not  very  desirable  In  traffic  terms.  The  hotel  seems  to  offer  the  best 
combination  of  quiet  buffer  land  use  without  large  traffic  Increases. 
The  harborside  location  Is  also  good  for  a  hotel. 

Unfortunately.  Massport  had  to  drop  the  ferry  option  from 
consideration  in  the  Final  EIR  because  of  time  considerations.  1  would 
urge  that  this  option  be  continued  as  one  of  the  few  concepts  which 
would  appear  to  have  positive  transportation  values  that  might  be 
implemented  In  the  short  run.  One  option  could  be  a  ferry  route  from 
south  Station  to  the  Airport,  with  airport  distribution  via  at  least  a 
Pedestrian  connection  to  Eastern  or  a  moving  sidewalk/horizontal 
escalator  connection  to  Eastern.  With  the  planned  Transportation 
Center  at  South  Station  (Red  Line.  Southerly  commuter  rail,  conmuter 
bus  plus  MBTA  bus  routes)  transit  options  to  both  the  airport  and  to 
Bird  Island  Flats  could  be  Improved.  Another  Ferry  route  could  be 
fro:.  Rowe's  wharf  to  BIF.  An  Important  advantage  of  the  ferry  Is 
that  for  the  first  time  since  December  31.  1952  there  would  be  pedestrian 
and  bicycle  service  across  the  harbor. 
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staff  Report   :  BIRD  ISLAND  FLATS 

I  TRAFFIC  IKPLICATICKS 
********************** 

prepared  by  Stephen  Kaiser 
Principal  Civil  Engineer 

KEPA  Unit,  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
February  20,  1981 

The  Traffic  Analysis  Report,  dated  February  13,  1981  and 
sub-iitted  by  Massport  adequately  responds  to  the  requirements  for 
factual  presentation  of  traffic  impacts  froi^  full  development  of 
Bird  Island  Flats,  as  currently  proposed.  These  requirements  were 
specified  to  Massport  in  writing  and  were  further  emphasized  and 
clarified  in  subsequent  staff  meetings. 

(1)  TRAFFIC  COUNTS  Using  available  data,  existing  daily  traffic  and 
PM  oeaX  hour  traffic  volumes  have  been  presented  in  a  unified 
manner.  There  remains  a  discrepancy  of  4000  ADT  between  total 
inbound  and  total  outbound  movements  to  the  airpoi*t,  and  there 
are  also  some  peculiarities  in  the  peak  hour  turning  movement 
counts.  However,  the  data  is  handled  consistently  between 
build  and  no-build. 

Ideally,  there  should  also  have  been  a  description  of  the 
extent  and  frequency  of  peak  hour  congestion  (queuing)  on  the 
tunnel  approaches  and  the  airport  access  roads. 

(2).  ALL0V;AI^CE  for  other  TRAFFIC  GROOTH  :  to  1987. 

The  Traffic  Analysis  Report  allows  for  a  20,4  growth  of  ADT  and 
ly/    growth  in  peak  hour  traffic.  In  daily  traffic  terms,  this 
means  airport  traffic  goes  from  75,000  ADT  to  90  000  ADT. 
Included  in  this  growth  is  BIF  cargo-related  traffic,  which 
appears  to  be  in  the  range  of  4.000  to  5.000  ADT  for  f-ll/^--^" 
opment  by  the  year  2000.  If  we  assume  that  by  1987  half  of  the 
cargo  development  has  occurred,  then  BIF  cargo  activites 
in  1987  would  be  of  the  order  of  1500  car  and  truck  trips. 

(3).  Joint  Use  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES  GENERATED 

The  concept  of  joint  use  is  sound  in  terms  of  providing  a 
buffer  between  the  Jeffries  Point  Community  and  the  aircraft 
operations  at  the  airport.  Unfortunately,  the  traffic 
consequences  of  the  joint  use  development  were  not  adequately 
taken  into  account  in  the  planning  and  evaluation  of  the 
Bird  island  Flats  plan.  The  joint  use  element  would  generate 
about  9500  new  daily  trips,  which  is  about  a  1^/c  increase 
over  existing  volumes.   The  site  location  causes  many  turning 
^vements  at'the  cross  road  and  is  not  amenable  to  good  transit 
access. 
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n^  4-raffic  qeneration  rates  used  in  the  February  1981  report  are 
^:sona^fe  and  s"w  that  in  the  peaX  PM  hour,  there  will  be  315  new 
vehJcle  trips  to  BIF  for  the  n,ixed  use  and  1045  new  trxps  out 
^is  result  is  in  contrast  to  the  statement  on  page  2-32  of  the 
VlvllElR   that  BIF  is  expected  to  generate  400  cars  at  the  crossover 
intersection  in  the  peak  hour.  The  new  data  indicates  that  1360 
tehlcles  in  the  peak  hour  would  be  traveling  to  or  from  the  "iixed  use 
and  tiat  with  mitigation  (none  of  these  vehicles  traveling  through 
Jeffries  Point)  all  of  these  1360  would  be  traveling  through  the 
cross  road  intersections.  In  my  "Prelininary  Staff  Report"  of  January  A. 
1981  I  estimated  that  in  the  peak  hour  the  mixed  use  would  generate 
about  1400  vehicles  in  or  out.  Thus,  the  new  Massport  data  appears 
quite  reasonable  and  the  EIR  data  should  stand  corrected. 

(4).  CAPACITY  CALCULATIONS  r-o-h^n^rv 

Given  the  traffic  counts  and  projected  volumes  of  the  February 
Traffic  Report,  my  own  calculations  check  -i^J;  .^^^.."^^^^^'^^^.^ 
capacity  ratios  submitted  by  Massport,  to  within  1%  to  ?/=.  Thus 
there  is  no  significant  disagreement  with  the  V/C  figures 
as  presented. 

The  tunnel  congestion  has  properly  been  related  to  the  constriction 
o?  the  central  Artery,  particularly  the  Northbound  merge  and  weave 
at  Haymarket.  I  would  also  note  that  the  bottleneck  condition  is 
best  described  as  the  combination  of  the  Haymarket  "^^rge-weave 
and  the  three-lane  squeeze  just  prior  to  the  ^torrow  Drive  off  ramp, 
Prospects  for  changes  to  the  Central  Artery  appear  to  be  very 
limJteS,  so  that  this  bottleneck  is  likely  to  be  an  ^^^-^^^f  ^- 
fact  for  several  decades  into  the  future.  The  reconstruction  of 
the  central  Artery/l-93  ramps  in  Charlestown  or  t^e  -njtru=^^°" 
of  a  future  Leverett  Circle  connector  would  not  affect  this 
Haymarket  bottleneck.  ,„=^vo<-  is  also 

CoJ^estion  on  the  Southbound  Artery  on-ramp  f^°-  "^^^^^f^  ^^  "'^° 
eviLnt  today,  yet  this  condition  was  not  ^^^^^^^^^^^.J^^f  ^,  ^^, 
February  1981  report  because  of  the  predominating  effect  o£  the 
northbound  congestion. 

What  does  it  mean  for -the  Central  Artery  to  be  over-capacity  by 
wnat  aoet.  xt.   mean  ^^  .  v,*.  A^n  oars  an  hour  cannot  make 

2?/o  in  1987?  Basically,  this  means  that  460  cars  an  nuui 

it  through  and  instead  : 
(a),  they  would  find  another  routs, 
(b).  they  would  make  the  trip  at  another  time 

(c).  they  would  not  make  the  f ^P^^^. f ^,.  ^^^  ^^e  forced  to  change 
(d).  BIF-related  trips  are  made,  while  others  are 
their  trip-making. 

A  similar  kind  of  shift  would  occur  on  the  air^port  access  roads 


where 
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the  19B7  Build  Cross  Road/Exit  roadway  would  be  39%  over-capacity 
according  to  Massport  calculations.  Within  the  airport,  there  will 
be  "give  and  taXe"  between  various  types  of  traffic  until  equilibrium 
is  reached,  and  the  likely  "givers"  will  be  other  airport  users, 
particularly  passengers  and  shippers  who  can  more  flexibly  alter 
their  travel  plans.  Office  workers  on  a  strict  time  schedule  or  even 
on  flexitime  will  tend  to  sweat  out  the  traffic  moreso  than  travelers, 
who  have  additional  alternatives  of  bus  or  train. 

Therefore,  the  likely  consequences  of  major  new  traffic  congestion 
at  the  Airport  would  be  : 
(a).  Extended  length  of  time  when  congestion  occurrs,  with  longer 

traffic  backups,  extended  back  into  the  airport  and  affecting  the 

cross  road  operations, 
(b).  Some  traffic,  especially  airport  personnel  and  shippers,  will  be 

inclined  to  use  local  streets  to  get  to  McClellan  Highway,  the 

tunnels  or  Chelsea. 
(c).  There  may  be  fewer  airline  passengers  during  peak  hours,  with 

more  bus  and  train  riders.  Thus  there  will  be  fewer  peak  hour 

flights  but  more  flights  scheduled  on  either  side  of -the  traffic 

peak  (midday,  early  evening).  Less  profitable  airline  operations 

may  result  in  a  slowing  of  trends  towards  noise-control 

retrofitting  of  noisy,  older  aircraft, 
(d).  Aircraft  Noise  implications  :  slightly  fewer  total  aircraft 

operations,  with  more  in  the  early  evening,  but  some  planes  may 

be  noisier  due  to  less  retrofitting. 


(5).  MITIGATING  ACTIONS  TO  BRING  DIi:VELOPMENT  INTO  BALANCE  V>n:TH 

TRANSPORTATION  CAPACITY 

Clearly,  massive  traffic  congestion  at  Logan  airport  is  in 
no  one's  interests,  even  for  a  short  period  of  time.  Alternative 
actions  to  reduce  congestion  appear  to  fall  into  three  categories  : 
(1).  Build  new  capacity  into  the  transportation  system 
(2).  operate  new  facilities  in  a  manner  which  generates  less  peak 

traffic 
(3).  Itodify,  hold  back,  reduce  the  scale  or  eliminate  certain 

high-traffic  generating  land  uses  at  Logan,  hence  reducing  the 

traffic  generated  in  peak  periods. 

I  would  assess  these  options  as  follows  : 

(1).  NEW  TRANSPORTATION  CAPACITY  :   A  major  traffic  problem  at  Logan 
could  increase  the  perceived  need  for  a  Third  Harbor  Tunnel 
between  East  Boston  and  the  Fort  Point  Channel.  However,  such  a 
tunnel  would  be  connecting  into  major  existing  congestion  on 
the  Central  Artery/Southeast  Expressway,  both  northbound  and 
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southbound.  A  smooth  flowing  connection  would  be  possible  only 
to  the  Turnpike  going  westbound,  and  if  the  ramp  connections  to 
the  Artery  bacXed  up,  this  congestion  could  extend  bacX  into  the 
new  tunnel  and  effectively  blocX  off  access  to  the  turnpike. 
Therefore,  a  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  would  have  only  a  very  limited 
traffic  capacity  value,  if  any,' in  terms  of  relieving  congestion 
in  East  Boston  and  at  Logan  Airport,' 

As  noted  above,  improvements  to  northerly  sections  of  the 
Central  Artery  would  not  provide  any  significant  added  capacity 
because  of  the  Haymarket  bottleneck. 

In  conclusion,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  plan  proposed  or  under 
design  will  provide  for  any  significant  increase  in  ability  to 
move  vehicles  across  the  harbor  during  peak  PK  traffic  periods. 
The  most  cost-effective  solution  might  be  a  cross-harbor  ferry, 
which  would  have  a  small  impact  for  a  very  low  cost.  However, 
the  scale  of  BIF  and  airport  operations  would  overwhelm  the 
capabilities  of  all  harbor  ferry  proposals  made  to  date. 

(2).  REDUCED  COKCENTRATI 013  OF  PEAK  HOUR  VEHICLE  USE 

Several  proposals  have  been  made  by  Massport  to  try  to  increase 
ridesharing  and  other  methods  of  auto-trip  reduction  during  peak 
periods.  The  reductions  are  comparatively  small  relative  to  the 
substantial  traffic  overloading  of  roads  and  intersections  which 
result  from  the  proposed  growth  and  development. 

(3).  DIMINISHED  SCALE  OF  MIX£i>-USE  ACTIVITY 

Tlia  Bird  Island  Flats  proposal  involves  500,000  s.f.  of  office 
space,  300,000  s.f.  of  light  manufacturing  and  350  room  hotel/ 

conference  center. 

(a).  Hotel  :  Current  proposals  are  for  350  rooms  to  generate 
about  2800  daily  trips.  However,  fewer  of  these 
trips  would  occur  during  peak  periods,  and  we  might  expect 
that  a  new  airport  hotel  would  be  able  to  make  maximum 
use  of  existing  or  added  hotel  courtesy  buses,  rather  than 
taxis  or  other  cars.  Massport  has  made  this  logical 
argument,  but  has  not  conducted  a  traffic  study  of  the 
existing  Hilton  airport  hotel  —  So  that  there  would  be 
base  data  available  on  trip  generation. 

Cb).  Manufacturing  —  estimated  to  generate  230  peak  hour  trips; 
these  trips  would  tend  to  displace  other  airport  users. 
V/C  reductions  of  1%   or  so  might  be  possible  with  deletion 
of  manufacturing  trips. 

(c).  Office  —  office  use  at  the  airport  appears  particularly 
inappropriate  because  of  the  heavy  peaking  characteristics 
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and  large  amount  of  office  space  proposed,  PeaX  hour  trips 
of  815  additional  vehicles  aure  produced  by  this  office 
development,  which  represents  about  24%  on  V/C, 

Additional  Evaluation  of  Crossover  Road  Capacity 

Massport  has  proposed  that  by  the  early  to  niid-19S0s  it  would  be 
necessary  to  provide  a  grade-separation  of  the  exit/entrance  roads 
and  the  crossover  road.  However,  if  the  crossover  road  is  made 
itito  an  overpass,  the  traffic  benefits  would  be  very  minimal, 
because  very  few  vehicles  wish  to  tovel  straight  across  the  access 
roads.   The  Massport  turning  movement  counts  suggest  that  this 
through  movement  is  almost  zero,  but  at  best  a  grade  separation 
would  reduce  the  V/C  from  1.39  to  1.36.  Thus,  grade  separation  is 
no  solution  here.  Adding  a  U-turn  on  the  airport  loop  road 
w:  Id  result  in  a  more  significant  reduction  :  from  1.39  to  1.30. 
The  congestion  is  caused  by  the  predominance  of  many  turning  movements 
which  grade-separation  cannot  solve. 

***********  / 

(6).  CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMIlEtx^DATICNS 

There  is  no  evidence  that  there  is  additional  highway  capacity 
which  can  be  utilized  for  airport  growth  and  new  development.  Thus, 
any  non-airport  activities  which  generate  considerable  amounts  of 
traffic  should  be  reduced  in  scale  or  eliminated  to  a  level  commensurate 
with  transportation  capacity. 

Hassport  should  develop  a  traffic-congestion  reduction  package 
composed  of  a  mixture  of  less  density  of  multi-use  development,  better 
transit  service,  ride  sharing,  "peak  shaving"  personnel  schedules, 
good  cross-harbor  ferry  service  with  better  pedestrian  connections 
between  DIF  and  the  airport  terminals,  a  U-turn  on  the  access  roads, 
and  any  other  ideas  which  might  be  positive  and  practical.  Massport 
should  also  retain  on-staff  traffic  engineering  and  analytic  capability 
to  deal  effectively  with  these  issues. 

A  spring  1981  traffic  count  should  be  made  of  Logan  Airport  roadways 
and  access  ramps,  for  daily  traffic  and  peaX  hour  movements.  Checking 
should  be  done  to  insure  consistent  and  professional  results. 
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APPENDIX  B  -  TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 

Appendix  B  -  1  contains  a  technical  background 
to  traffic  analysis  and  introduces  the  con- 
sultant reports.  Appendices  B  -  2  to  B  -  6 
contain  the  traffic  engineering  consultant  reports. 
Appendices  B  -  7  to  B  -  9  are  Massport  staff 
background  memos  on  the  traffic  assumptions  used 
in  the  Revised  FEIR. 


APPENDIX  B  -  1  -  Technical  Background 
to  Traffic  Analysis 
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TECHNICAL  BACKGROUND  TO  TRAFFIC  ANALYSIS 


The  traffic  analysis  discussed  in  Section  4.4  of  this  report 
is  based   largely  on   analyses  conducted   for  Massport  by  two 
traffic    and    transportation    planning    consultants:    (1) 
Vanasse/Hangen  Associates,  who  revised  the  trip  generation  rates 
assumed  for  the  FEIR  Proposed  Development  Plan,  developed  rates 
for  the  RFEIR  program  elements,  estimated  traffic  flows,   and 
calculated  volume  to  capacity  relationships  for  critical  roadway 
points,  both  with  and  without  mitigating  measures;  and  (2)  Gordon 
Lewin,  who  recommended  mitigating  measures  and  calculated  their 
effectiveness.    The  results  of  these  consultants'  contributions 
are  described  in  detail  in  memoranda  prepared  by  them,  which 
follow.   Memoranda  prepared  by  Massport  staff  that  provided  data 
for  the  consultants'   analyses  are  also  reproduced.    These 
consultant  and  staff  memoranda  include: 


Prepared  By: 


Date  :  Subject: 


Vanasse/Hangen        2/13/1981       J'JLf^r  aJ,^  isT^ ' 

Unmitigated  FEIR  Develop- 
ment Traffic  Impacts 

Vanasse/Hangen        2/23/81         Hourly  Tunnel  Flows 
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Vanasse/Hangen 

Vanasse/Hangen 
Gordon  Lewin 
Gordon  Lewin 
Alan  Eng 
Ted  Baldwin 

Ted  Baldwin 


1987  FEIR  Development 
(revised  U/29/81)     Mitigated  Traffic  Impacts 

with  Roadway  Improvements 


4/28/81 
3/11/81 
3/12/81 
8/26/80 
3/26/80 

4/9/80 


1987  RFEIR  Development 
Traffic  Analysis 

Demand  Estimate  For  Ferry 
Service  at  BIF 

Impact  of  MBTA  Pass  on 
Transit  Use 

Lower  Bound  Aviation 
Forecasts 

Calculation  of  Adjusted 
Ground  Traffic  Baseline 
Growth  Rate 

Calculation  of  Air  Cargo  - 
Related  Car  and  Truck  ADT's 
and  P.M.  Peak  Hour  Trips 


This  chapter  summarizes  the  methodology  and  assumptions 
utilized  in  the  analysis,  particularly  the  basis  on  which  the 
effects  of  mitigating  measures  were  quantitatively  factored  into 
trip  generation  rates.  For  a  more  detailed  understanding  of  the 
consultants'  analyses,  the  reader  should  refer  to  the  individiual 
memoranda . 


1   Traffic  Analysis  Methodology 

The  FEIR  traffic  analysis  was  based  largely  on  ADT  (Average 
Daily  Traffic)  levels.  Because  traffic  is  most  seriously 
congested  on-  and  off-airport  during  the  late  afternoon,  the 
analysis  was  expanded  to  include  the  estimation  of  BIF-related 
traffic  generated  between  4:00  and  5:00  p.m.,  the  hour  which  was 
identified  as  peak  traffic  hour  (as  shown  in  Hangen  2/23/81 
memorandum).   P.M.  peak  hour  traffic  flows  and  resulting  roadway 
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performance  measures  were  estimated  by  adding  BIF-generated 
traffic  (for  both  the  FEIR  and  RFEIR  development  programs)  to  the 
forecast  no-build  or  baseline  traffic  flows.  1987  was  selected 
as  the  forecast  year,  because  it  is  the  year  by  which  the  cargo 
and  mixed-use  development  are  anticipated  to  be  completed. 

The  steps  taken  in  this  expanded  analysis  included  the 


following 
o 


Development  of  unmitigated  and  mitigated  1987 

baseline  traffic  flows; 

Development  of  traffic  mitigating  measures  and 

estimation  of  their  effects; 

Review  and  revision  of  ADT  trip  generation  rates, 

including  the  effects  of  mitigating  measures,  for 

the  FEIR  development  program; 

Development  of  unmitigated  and  mitigated  p.m.  peak 

hour  trip  generation  rates  for  the  FEIR  development 

program; 

Development      of      ADT      and      p.m.      peak      hour      trip 

generation   rates   for   the   RFEIR  development;    and 

P.M.    peak   hour    volume/capacity    analysis   for   critical 

roadway      links      and      intersections      both      on      and 

off-airport . 
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2.   Development  of  1987  Baseline  Traffic  Flows 

Massport  conducted  extensive  traffic  counts,  and  employee  and 
passenger  ground  transportation  surveys  in  April  1979  as  part  of 
its  Logan  Land  Use  Master  Plan  development.  The  availability  of 
this  large  data  base  made  it  sensible  to  use  1979  as  the  base 
year  for  traffic  assessment.  For  the  purpose  of  the  BIF 
clarifying  analysis,  non-BIF  ADT  traffic  levels  were  assumed  to 
grow  by  20  percent  between  1979  and  1987,  and  p.m.  peak  hour 
traffic  levels  by  13?. 

The  p.m.  peak  hour  growth  rate,  which  is  most  critical  in 

evaluating  the  adequacy  of  roadway  capacity,  is  based  on  an 

annual  growth  rate  of  1.5  percent.   This  growth  rate  is  less  than 

the  two  percent  annual  growth  rate  used  in  forecasting  1987  ADT 

levels.   Vanasse/Hangen  based  this  lower  rate  on  their  knowledge 

of  prevailing  peak  hour  traffic  growth  rates  in  the  Boston 

metropolitan  area.  This  reduced  rate  is  supported  by  historical 

data  on  the  ratio  of  growth  in  ground  traffic  at  Logan  to  the 

growth  in  enplanements .   These  data  indicate  that  ground  traffic 

(in   ADT)   has   grown   approximately   only   60J   as   fast   as 

enplanements.   When  the  forecast  20%    growth  in  enplanements  is 

adjusted  to  take  this  difference  into  account,  a  13?  growth  in 

ground  traffic  is  indicated.   P.M.  peak  hour  traffic  growth  has 

been  significantly  lower  yet,  from  8%     to  40J  as  fast  as 

enplanements,  suggesting  the  use  of  a  growth  factor  even  less 

than  13%.         The  reasons  for  the  extremely  low  p.m.  peak  hour 

traffic  growth  are  unclear.   However,  they  may  be  due  to  traffic 

constraints  and  peak  spreading.   The  higher  ADT-based  rate  was 
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,,ed  to  reflect  growth  In  traffic  deHand  rather  than  aoco«odatej 
volume  and  to  insure  a  conservative  analysis.  The  basis  of  these 
growth  factors  are  airline  passenger  forecasts  prepared  by  the 
Hassport  Planning  Department  for  use  in  development  of  the  Logan 
Land  use  Master  Plan.  The  assumptions  Incorporated  In  the  growth 
rates  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  two  appended  memoranda: 
A.  Eng.  8/26/80,  Vanasse/ Hangen  2/13/81.  The  relationship 
between  enplanements  and  ground  traffic  is  discussed  in  greater 
detail  in  the  3/26/81  T.  Baldwin  memorandum. 


3.   MltleatlnR  Measures 

,f  traffic  mitigation  were  quantitatively 


^hree  major  areas  o, 
incorporated  in  the  traffic  analysis,  including  (1)  measures  to 
minimize  automobile  traffic  generated  by  BIF  development,  (2) 
measures  to  reduce  non-BIF-related  automobile  traffic  generated 
at  the  airport,  and  C3)  low-capital  physical  roadway  Improvements 
designed  to  increase  on  airport  roadway  capacity.  Other 
mitigating  measures  were  also  considered,  but  were  not 
quantitatively  incorporated  Into  the  analysis.  These  other 
measures  Include  a  traffic  monitoring  program  for  on-and  off- 
airport  roadways  affected  by  airport  traffic,  and  improvements  to 
off-airport  roadway  capacity. 

3.1.   n,  i-in-r-  t-  M^-^-^--  .nt.n.obile  Traffic  Gener ated_BjL_BIF 


''"ThTfoilowing  reductions  in  BIF  traffic  generation  rates  were 
assumed  in  calculating  revised  ADT  and  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic 
levels  for  the  FEIR  development  program.   The  mitigating  measures 


B-1-5 


on  which  these  reduced  traffic  levels  are  based  are  briefly 
described.  More  detailed  descriptions  of  the  mitigating  measures 
to  which  Massport  is  committed  are  included  in  Chapter  5.  Where 
applicable,  the  same  mitigating  measures  were  applied  to  the 
development  of  traffic  levels  for  the  RFEIR  program.  Specific 
details  regarding  the  development  of  the  mitigated  traffic 
associated  with  that  program  are  described  in  the  Vanasse/Hangen 
memorandum  of  4/28/81. 

°  An  increase  in  employee  automobile  occupancy 
The  BIF  employee  automobile  occupancy  rate  assumed  in  the 
mitigated  case  was  1.4  persons  per  car.  This  is  approximately 
17%  higher  than  the  1.2  occupants  observed  in  the  1979 
airport-wide  employee  survey.  (This  was  the  occupancy  rate 
observed  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  -  the  day-long  average  is 
somewhat  less,  approximately  1.1.).  Massport  believes  that  the 
assumed  occupancy  rate  of  1.4  is  a  conservative  estimate  of  the 
effects  of  its  ridesharing  program.  The  1.4  rate  is  currently 
observed  in  peak  hour  Boston  CBD  occupancy  studies.  While  the 
CBD  offers  strong  disincentives  to  single-occupant  auto 
commuting,  particularly  the  cost  of  parking,  few  employers  offer 
comprehensive  ridesharing  programs  of  the  type  planned  by 
Massport.  In  addition,  where  aggressive  ridesharing  programs 
have  been  implemented,  much  higher  occupancy  rates  are  observed. 
The  Boston  John  Hancock  ridesharing  program  has  resulted  in  an 
average  of  2.3  occupants  per  automobile.  The  Transportation 
Research   Board   reported  that  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 


B-1-6 


achieved  a  2.3  occupant  rate  for  its  employees  in  Knoxville  (TRB 
Special  Report  184,  1979). 

in  order  to  promote  high  automobile  occupancy  rates  among  BIF 
employees,  Massport  is  committed  to  implementing  an  aggressive 
ridesharing  program.  That  program  will  include  carpooling  and 
vanpooling.  To  foster  its  success,  Massport  will  arrange 
preferential  parking  locations  and  reduced  rates  for  carpoolers 
and  vanpoolers.  Auto  use  will  also  be  discouraged  by  limiting 
available  employee  parking  on  BIF.  Any  accommodation  of  excess 
demand  will  be  in  a  remote  parking  location.  Significantly 
higher  fees  will  be  charged  for  the  use  of  parking  spaces  on  BIF, 
except  for  carpools  and  vanpools.    The  net  effect  will  be 

n,ont  of  sinRle  rider  automobile  use,   through  high 
discouragement  oi   singie   i  j-uci 

parking  rates  and  less  convenient  parking  locations. 

Massporfs  commitment  to  ridesharing  and  transit  use   is 

reflected  in  two  programs  recently  implemented  at  the  airport. 

First,  effective  July  1,  1981,  the  airport  employee  parking  fee 

will  be  doubled  (from  $15  to  $30/quarter)  .    Massport  has  also 

alerted  major  airport  employers  that  a  further  increase  (to  $60 

or  $75  per  quarter)  will  be  evaluated  in  1982.   Second,  Massport 

has  developed  a  comprehensive  ridesharing  program,  called  the 

"Logan  commuter  Plan,"  for  all  airport  employees.   It  includes 

carpooling,  vanpooling  and  the  MBTA  Pass  Program.    Massporfs 

support  of  the  program  includes  2  staff  persons  during  a  six-month 

implementation  phase,  plans  for  an  on-going  administrator,   a 

professionally  developed  marketing  program  and  subsidies  to  the 

vanpooling  program  over  a  six-month  start-up  period.    The 
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Commuter  Plan  is  being  introduced  three  months  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  parking  fee  increase.  As  many  airport 
employers  partly  or  fully  subsi<iize  their  employees'  parking 
fees,  they  will  also  be  encouraged  to  participate,  particularly 
in  the  important  areas  of  program  marketing  and  internal 
coordination . 

Massport  is  committed  to  achieving  the  highest  possible  rate 
of  ridesharing  and,  based  on  the  information  cited  above, 
believes  that  it  will  achieve  higher  rates  than  that  assumed, 
which  will  reduce  the  traffic  impacts  further  than  indicated  by 
the  analysis. 

o   A  ten  percent  increase  in  BIF  employee  transit  use. 

The  employee  transit  mode  share  incorporated  in  the  mitigated 
trip  generation  rates  is  based  on  an  adjustment  of  the  existing 
airport  transit  use  rate.  Currently,  6.6%  of  all  airport 
employees  use  transit  in  their  work  trip.  This  percentage  was 
increased  to  7.3%  (a  10%  increase  in  the  relative  transit  share) 
to  reflect  the  influence  of  a  mitigating  measure  requiring  all 
BIF  employers  to  subsidize  one-half  the  cost  of  employee  MBTA 
passes  and  airport  shuttle  bus  passes.  Massport  instituted  such 
a  50  percent  MBTA  and  shuttle  bus  subsidy  for  all  its  employees 
several  years  ago  and  observed  a  10%  absolute  mode  shift  from 
automobile  use  of  transit.  Much  of  this  shift  occurred  among 
Massport's  CBD  employees  where  the  effect  may  have  been  greater 
than  among  its  airport  employees,  because  of  superior  downtown 
transit  service.   Data  are  not  available  that  reveal  the  airport 
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effect  alone.  Therefore,  the  mitigated  trip  generation  rates 
assumed  a  much  more  conservative  10%  relative  increase  in  transit 
use  rather  than  a  10%  absolute  increase  (which  would  have  brought 
transit's  mode  share  to  17%)  due  to  subsidies.  Once  again,  the 
assumption  used  was  very  conservative;  actual  mitigation  will 
most  likely  be  significantly  higher  and  the  traffic  impacts 
correspondingly  lower. 

Employee  transit  use  will  also  be  increased  if  Massport  is 
successful  in  encouraging  the  development  of  private-carrier 
North  Shore  bus  service.  It  is  assumed  that  like  existing 
airport  employees,  a  high  percentage  of  BIF  employees  will  live 
on  the  North  Shore.  The  North  Shore  currently  is  poorly  served 
by  public  transportation;  therefore,  improved  service  will 
significantly  affect  transit  use. 

o   1.8%  use  of  ferry  by  BIF  employees 

An  additional  1.8%  of  all  BIF  employees  were  assumed  to  use 
the  proposed  ferry  connection  to  the  downtown  Boston  waterfront. 
The  basis  of  this  ridership  is  discussed  in  the  appended  Gordon 
Lewin  memorandum  of  3/11/81.  As  noted  in  that  memorandum,  this 
estimate  of  ferry  use  is  almost  certainly  very  conservative. 

°   "Flexitime"  as  a  mitigation  measure 

A  "flexitime"  program,  particularly  for  office  workers,  was 
recommended  by  some  commentators  on  the  FEIR  as  a  method  to 
minimize  the  peak  hour  traffic  impacts  of  Bird  Island  Flats 
development.   However,  detailed  analysis  of  this  option  indicates 
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that  it  would  be  less  beneficial  than  might  be  anticipated.  The 
attached  Vanasse/Hangen  memorandum  of  2/23/81  provides 
information  on  the  temporal  distribution  of  office,  hotel  and 
light  manufacturing  trips.  That  information  indicates  that  these 
activities  all  have  P.M.  traffic  peaks  at  4:00  to  5:00  p.m.,  an 
hour  when  traffic  through  the  Sumner  Tunnel  and  onto  the  Central 
Artery  is  typically  congested.  Most  "flexitime"  programs  are 
designed  to  promote  earlier  quitting  times;  few  employees  are 
interested  in  a  later  starting  and  ending  day.  However,  existing 
Sumner  Tunnel  traffic  counts  indicate  that  traffic  through  the 
tunnel  is  approximately  13X  higher  at  3:00  to  4:00  than  at  4:00 
to  5:00.  Tunnel  traffic  between  5:00  and  6:00  is  also  slightly 
(approximately  one  percent)  higher  than  between  4:00  and  5:00. 
Therefore,  pending  further  analysis,  a  traditional  flexitime 
program  designed  to  encourage  large  shifts  in  travel  time  was  not 
incorporated  as  a  mitigating  measure  in  the  analysis. 

2,2_. Measures  to  Minimize  Non-BIF-Related  Airport  Automobile 

Traffic 

The  following  reductions  in  non-BIF-rel ated  automobile 
traffic  was  assumed  at  the  airport  in  the  evaluation  of  the  FEIR 
and  RFEIR  development  programs  under  mitigated  traffic 
conditions  . 
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°  An  increase  in  employee  automobile  occupancy  to  1.^ 
This  assumed  increase  in  automobile  occupancy,  from  1.2  to 
1.^  occupants  per  car  is  based  on  a  conservative  prediction  of 
the  effects  of  the  Logan  Commuter  Plan,  supported  by  the  planned 
increases  in  employee  parking  fees  (See  Section  7.3-1). 

°  A  ten  percent  increase  in  employee  transit  use 
This  increase  in  the  relative  percentage  use  of  transit  (from 
6.6  to  7.3  percent)  is  based  on  several  transit  initiatives 
currently  underway  at  Logan,  including  the  investigation  into 
private  carrier  North  Shore  bus  service,  promotion  of  the  MBTA 
Pass-  Program  through  the  Logan  Commuter  Plan,  and  the  improved 
airport  shuttle  bus  system,  as  discussed  in  Section  7. 3.1. 

Currently,  Massport  is  the  only  airport  employer  that 
subsidizes  MBTA  passes  or  arranges  for  their  purchase  through 
payroll  deduction.  A  major  goal  of  the  Commuter  Plan  is  to 
encourage  other  airport  employers  to  offer  these  benefits.  As 
discussed  in  the  Gordon  Lewin  memorandum  of  3/12/81,  MBTA  data 
indicate  that  simply  offering  payroll  deduction  can  yield  a  1.2 
percent  absolute  mode  shift  from  automobile  to  transit,  almost 
twice  the  .7  percent  increase  assumed.  Once  again,  the  assumed 
mitigative  effect  was  highly  conservative. 

A  ten  percent  increase  in  air  passenger  transit  use 
This  increase  (from  a  14,7  to  a  16.2  percent  absolute  mode 
share)  is  based  on  increased    transit  use  due  to  efforts 
currently  underway  to  expand  limousine  and  bus  service  at  Logan, 
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the  recent  implementation  of  a  high  quality  multiple  loop  airport 
shuttle  bus  system,  and  other  measures  described  in  Chapter  5. 

In  addition  to  these  non-BIF-  related  improvements,  traffic 
congestion  at  the  crossroad  intersections  will  also  be  increased 
by  the  planned  connection  of  the  BIF  access  road  to  the  inbound 
road  via  one  of  two  Massport  easements  west  of  the  existing 
Eastern  Air  Lines  air  freight  building.  This  two-way  roadway 
will  have  acceleration  and  deceleration  lanes  on  and  off  the 
inbound  roadway.  Exiting  traffic  will  reach  the  outbound  road 
via  the  second  U-turn  described  above.  An  important 
environmental  benefit  of  this  access  road  will  be  the  elimination 
of  direct  access  from  BIF  to  Porter  and  Maverick  Streets  for 
outbound  traffic.  The  cause  of  this  benefit  is  discussed  in 
Section  4.4.  That  section  also  discusses  the  fact  that  the 
roadway  improvement  program  evaluated  is  representative  of  the 
types  of  improvement  which  might  be  undertaken;  Massport  is 
committed  to  immediately  undertaking  a  detailed  evaluation  of  the 
full  range  of  low-capital  roadway  improvements  and  of  traffic 
flows  in  the  community  to  define  the  optimum  solution  to  both 
on-airport  roadway  congestion  and  community  traffic  impacts. 

3.3  Inclusion  of  Uses  Designed  to  Minimize  Traffic  Impacts 
While  not  specifically  a  "mitigating  measure",  in  formulating 
the  BIF  development  programs,  special  attention  was  paid  to 
selection  of  land  uses  which  would  tend  to  generate  reduced 
traffic  impacts.  A  prime  example  of  this  intention  discussed  in 
the  FEIR,  was  the  concept  of  an  airport  conference  hotel.   The 
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concept  behind  an  airport  conference  center  is  that  it  would  be 
oriented  to  users  who  would  fly  into  the  airport  from  widespread 
locations  to  attend  seminars,  conferences,  and  meetings  at  the 
airport,  and  possibly  would  only  leave  the  hotel  in  the  evening 
for  sightseeing  or  dinner.  These  trips  would  most  likely  occur 
after  the  4:00  to  5:00  p.m.  evening  peak  hour.  Moreover,  these 
trips  would  very  likely  be  made  on  board  the  ferry  or  the  MBTA. 
The  convenient  ferry  and  MBTA  connections  also  would  be 
attractive  for  any  CBD  business  trips  which  hotel  tenants  might 
make.  On-airport  travel  between  terminals  and  the  center  would 
probably  be  made  on  multiple  passenger  courtesy  vans  or  Massport 
shuttle  buses. 

MEPA  comments  questioned  the  accuracy  of  this  assumption  of 
reduced  hotel  trip  generation.  Several  of  the  above  arguments 
can  be  tested  through  observation  of  the  traffic  generating 
characteristics  of  the  existing  Airport  Hilton.  While  it  is  not 
strictly  a  conference  hotel  and  does  not  have  ferry  service,  it 
does  have  an  airport  location  and  a  shuttle-bus  connection  to  the 
MBTA  Blue  Line.  Therefore,  as  a  partial  test  of  the  FEIR 
arguments,  Massport  conducted  a  traffic  classification  count  at 
the  Airport  Hilton  entrance  on  Thursday,  March  5,  1981,  from  6:00 
a.m.  to  midnight.  This  count  yielded  unusually  low  ADT  and  p.m. 
peak  hour  trip  generation  rates. 

An  eighteen  hour  trip  generation  rate  of  5.^  ADT/room  was 
observed.  While  additional  traffic  occurs  between  midnight  and 
6:00  a.m.,  it  undoubtably  is  much  lower  than  at  other  hours  of 
the  day.   In  addition,  trips  generated  during  those  hours  would 
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have  no  traffic  impacts.  The  actual  24-hour  trip  generation  rate 
is  certainly  less  than  the  6.6  ADT  assumed  in  the  FEIR. 
Moreover,  the  eighteen  hour  generation  rate  exclusive  of  hotel 
courtesy  vans,  which  do  not  leave  the  airport,  was  only  4.8  ADT. 
This  is  the  rate  at  which  the  Hilton  would  contribute  to 
off-airport  traffic  congestion. 

The  p.m.  peak  hour  traffic  generation  rates  observed  at  the 
Hilton  were  also  significantly  lower  than  those  which 
Vanasse/Hangen  has  developed  from  surveys  at  the  Newton  Harriot 
and  the  Cambridge  Hyatt  Regency  and  national  rates  from  the 
Institute  of  Traffic  Engineers  trip  generation  manual,  as  shown 
belo*f: 


P.M.  Peak  Hour  Hotel  Trip  Rate  Comparison 
Case  Entering       Exitinj 


Vanasse/Hangen  Hyatt/Marriott 
Hilton-All  Vehicles 


0.41 
0.19 


0.49 
0.16 


These  data  support  the  FEIR  statements  about  reduced  trip 
generation  rates  from  an  airport  hotel.  Even  further  reductions 
would  be  anticipated  due  to  ferry  operation  and  a  conference 
orientation.  The  Hilton  rates  shown  in  the  above  table  were  used 
in  the  traffic  calculations  for  the  mitigated  FEIR  program.  The 
unmitigated  FEIR  program  assumed  the  Vanasse/Hangen  rates 
developed  from  the  Hyatt/Marriott  surveys.  The  RFEIR  calculations 
were  based  on  data  pertaining  to  pure  conference  center  operation 
(See  Vanasse/Hangen  4/28/81). 
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3.4   Non-Quantified  Mitigating  Measures 

Massport  is  also  committed  to  undertaking  certain  action  to  ^ 
mitigate  traffic  impacts  that  were  not  quantitatively  evaluated 
in  this  analysis. 

The  most  important  of  these  are  a  traffic  monitoring  program 
and  measures  to  improve  off-airport  roadway  congestiion. 

°   Monitoring  Program 

Massport  believes  that  the  importance  of  airport-related 
traffic  calls  for  unusual  attention.  Therefore,  a  traffic 
monitoring  program  will  be  implemented  to  monitor  traffic 
volumes,  roadway  level s-o f-service ,  the  effectiveness  of 
mitigating  measures  and  roadway  improvements,  and  to  alert 
Massport  to  the  need  for  further  control  measures.  This  program 
will  monitor  traffic  conditions  .relating  to  all  airport  traffic, 
not  just  BIF-related  flows,  to  identify  the  full  scope  of 
potential  problems  and  solutions. 

°   Off-Airport  Roadway  Improvements 

Massport  will  undertake  a  serious  effort  to  identify 
solutions  to  off-airport  roadway  congestion,  particularly  in  the 
tunnel/Central  Artery  complex.  Potential  solutions  are  described 
in  Chapter  5. 
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APPENDIX  B  -  2 


Vanasse/Hangen  Associates,  Inc.  memo  of 
February  13,  1981  to  N.  Faramelli  is  found 
in  Appendix  A  -  3  -  in  this  volume 
{ppA-3-3  to  A-3-39). 
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E  M  O  R  A  N  D  UM ^^^ 

^  -r  i?,^«m<»m      DATE:   23  February,  1981 

TQ.  Mr.  Norman  J.  Faramelli     uaic. 

Director  of  Planning 

MASSPORT  Pgp.   ^jj  #80-105A 


PROM-  Vanasse/Hangen  Associates, 
^*'°"-  Inc. 


RE.: 


per  your  request  of   20  February. ^mi     we  .re  P-iain,^here«ith 
S;"hour"brtwSn°lf  Noon  aTl  PH.    tor   the   following  condxt.ons: 


(1)   Existing 


(2)  1987  No-Build      „.  „v-Tntensitv  Cargo  at  BIF  C  J^ '^  "^> 

(3)  1987  Mixed-Use  and  H^g^^"!-^!?f,^.^  ^IF 

(4)  1987  High-Intensity  Cargo  Only  at  BIF 
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Development  of  Case  3  ^"^.^  »"^te  740  daily  truck  departures  in 
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1987. 
1981. 


«e  assumed  temporal  distribution  of  trao..ove.ent^vouia^fo^ 

raS^i^gr^JHeLtfcs      n       h3 

irnf  S/aUa^ie  3^ib  tJ^cninnlfca^ion  in  the  above  .e^orandu.. 

Temporal  distribution  of  0«j«  ","„?,"°rnduc?rd\rouf  ^Ift^e'anS  . 
the  basis  of  ITE  ^'"''"^"'^"^""n   Light  Manufacturing  distri- 
data  derived  from  P"^»"'»"^„f f^^-f'Sie  fro>n  any  of  these  sources. 
-Jj-e^.  ^tSoIho^r^^L^rc  :^a  t   ftics  -^  -tainable^fro.^.X. 
£!blel.%ri:nrt^"t^nrrerti:Ly  low.  but  even,  distrr- 
bution  over  remaining  hours. 

per  our  earlier  (13  ^f -"^'  »f„'„rd;t«^in:rthrough"na?yris- 
mg  the  Tunnel  after  l^/i^S  ^"^J^E^p^oyees  for  Office  and  Light 

SL^^frctu?Lrir?;s!;Sotfj  q    ^ie  b--  ^  ^cJ^^.^^TL 

|^sfs%f  C?^s^i»catfon^co5ntr^roriSel  on  airport     entry     ra.ps    fro» 
CSI   April    5,    1980   memorandum. 
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MEMORANDUM 


mi 


10       Mr.  Norman  Faramelli         DATE=   April  29,  1981 

Director  of  Plemning 

Massport  DEC       .»,  «-,p 

REF    VHA  #81-035 

FROM   Vanasse/Hangen  Associates       RE^   Generic  FEIR  with 

Mitigative  Measures 

and  Roadway  Improvements 


This  memorandum  summarizes  results  of  a  capacity  analysis  with  the 
generic  FEIR  at  Bird  Island  Flats.   The  analysis  assumes  mitigative 
measures  to  increase  transit  usage  for  airport  employees  and  air 
passengers  and  additional  measures  to  increase  car  occupancy  of  airport 
employees.   The  effect  of  these  measures  as  proposed  by  Massport  will 
be  to: 


•  increase  airport  employee  car  occupancy  from  current  levels  of 
1.19  to  1.40; 

•  increase  airport  employee  transit  ridership  from  6.6%  of  total 
trips  to  7.3%  of  total;  and 

•  increase  air  passenger  transit  ridership  from  14.7%  of  total 
trips  to  16.2%  of  total. 

in  addition,  Massport  is  planning  extensive  short-range  roadway 
improvements  to  the  existing  at-grade  signalized  intersections  on  Logan 
Airport.  Those  improvements  used  in  this  evaluation  include: 

1)   Elimination  of  U-turn  traffic  from  Airport  Exit  Road  to 
Entrance  Road  via  left-turn  onto  the  North-South  Cross  Road. 
This  movement  would  be  permitted  on  a  new  turning  ramp 
constructed  across  the  airfield  east  of  the  Cross  Road. 
Accordingly,  U-turn  traffic  will  not  pass  through  the 
signalized  intersection. 
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2)  Provision  of  an  access  road  to  Bird  Island  Flats,  approximately 
700  feet  east  of  the  existing  North-South  Cross  Road.   This 
configuration  requires  all  BIF  exiting  traffic  to  leave  the 
site  via  a  U-turn  through  the  Central  Parking  access  road. 

3)  Construction  of  a  "jug  handle"  at  the  Entrance  Road/Cross  Road 
intersection  to  accommodate  left-turn  vehicles  from  eastbound 
Entrance  Road  to  northbound  Cross  Road. 

Travel  flows  anticipated  as  a  result  of  making  changes  to  the  roadway 
system  during  the  1987  PM  peak  hour  are  shown  in  Figure  A. 

The  full  build  development  scenario  proposed  on  Bird  Island  Flats 
consists  of  a  350-room  hotel,  a  500,000  square  foot  general  office 
building,  a  300,000  square  foot  light  manufacturing  plant  and  a  high 
intensity  air  cargo  and  freight  forwarders  facility.   During  the 
afternoon  peak  hour,  the  operation  will  generate  955  exiting  vehicles 
and  296  entering  vehicles  as  shown  in  the  following  table: 


Land  Use 

Category 

Hotel  61        51    (Rate  from  observations 

at  Hilton; 

Office 

Light 
Manufacturing 

Trucks 

Air  Cargo 
Employees 

Total 

•Assumes  9%  transit  use  by  all  employees  at  Bird  Island 
Flats  and  car  occupancy  of  1.4  for  employees. 
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PM  Peak  hour  distribution  wis  developed  per  earlier  analysis  and  is 
summarized  below; 

Tunnel  McLellan   On 

North    South  Highway    Airport 

Office,  Light  Manufacturing 

m^A   ai*-  r»ran   Emolovees          18%      ^o«  -'** 

0       60%  40%         0 


and  Air  Cargo  Employees 

Trucks 

Hotel 


0       50%       0         50% 


Additional  volumes  on  area  roadways  created  by  the  development  during 
the  peak  hour  on  a  weekday  afternoon  are  as  follows: 

1987  Peak  Hour 
BIF  Generated  Trips 

Tunnel         McLellen  -4.^1 

Highway      Airport     Total 

138  30        296 

481  26        955 


To  BIF 
From  BIF 


These  volumes  are  added  to  the  improved  roadway  system  at  Logan  as 
shown  in  Figure  B. 

Analysis  of  the  roadway  improvements  and  fully  mitigated  FEIR  shows 
significant  improvement  in  operating  levels  of  service  over  those 
previously  reported.   The  following  table  summarizes  results  of  our 
volume/capacity  analysis. 
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Volume/Capacity  Ratios  with 
Full  Mitigation  and  Roadway  Improvements 


Location 

Exit  Road  and  Cross  Road 

Entrance  Road  and  Cross  Road 

Tunnel 

Central  Artery  Merge 

Pedestrian  Signal  on 
Artery  Frontag 
Hanover  Street 


1987 

No  Build 

1987 

Generic 

Development  Plan 

0.81 

1.05 

0.80 

0.86 

0.72 

0.84 

1.13 

1.20 

Artery  Frontage  Road  near  ^^ 
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APPENDIX  B 


BIRD  ISLAND  FLATS 

TRAFFIC  IMPACT  ANALYSIS 

RFEIR 

HIGH  TECH  CENTER  WITH 

AIR  CARGO  FACILITIES 


April  28,  1981 


Assessment  of  Mitigative  Measures  for 

1987  No  Build 

1987  High  Tech 

1987  High  Tech  with  Roadway  Improvements 


PREPARED  BY 

VANASSE/HAN6EN  ASSOCIATES 

18^  High  Street 

Boston,  MA  02210 


Background 

Massport  has  decided  to  develop  property  on  Logan  Airport 
known  as  Bird  Island  Flats.   The  property  consists  of  filled  land 
located  in  the  southeast  portion  of  Logan  Airport.   Proposed  land 
use  activity  on  the  site  consists  of  airport  related  activities 
such  as  air  cargo  and  freight  forwarding  agents  and  various  commer- 
cial activities.   The  commercial  activities  consist  of  a  conference 
and  exhibition  center  for  high  technology  industries  and  a  general 
office  building. 

The  proposed  development  site  is  located  on  Logan  Airport 
property  and  is  accessible  via  the  Harbor  Tunnel,  McClellan  Highway 
and  Airport  Access  Roadways. 

The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to  report  on  the  traffic 
impacts  created  by  proposed  Bird  Island  Flats  Development.   The 
analysis  has  been  completed  for  1987  assuming  the  entire  project  is 
in  operation  at  that  point  in  time. 

Proposed  Development 

The  land  use  activity  proposed  on  Bird  Island  Flats  was  pro- 
vided by  Massport  and  its  planning  consultants.   Information  pro- 
vided indicates  the  following  activities  will  be  constructed  and 
operating  in  1987: 

•  •   General  Office  Building  -  120,000  square  feet.  Available  for 
market  tennants  in  the  area. 
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•  High  Technology  Exhibition  Space  -  500,000  square  feet. 
Primarily  oriented  to  private  industry  —  the  majority  of  the 
center  would  only  be  open  to  visitors  by  invitation.   A  small 
public  space  would  be  provided  as  a  "museum"  for  the  high  tech 
industry. 

•  Conference  Center  -  300  bedrooms.  A  center  oriented  to  short- 
term  (less  than  one  week)  duration  conferences  attended  by 
high  tech  industry  representatives  from  throughout  the  country. 

Data 

Traffic  flow  data  was  obtained  from  the  sources  listed  in  Table 
1  and  was  adjusted  to  provide  a  balanced  average  weekday  traffic 
flow,  using  control  stations  operated  by  Mass.  DPW  on  Route  C-1  and 
Logan  Airport  Ramps.   Peak  hour  volumes  were  also  balanced  on  the 
existing  roadway  network  using  ATR  counts  from  Source  #2  and  hourly 
turning  movements  from  Source  #8.   Both  sources  provided  informa- 
tion obtained  in  April  of  1979. 

Traffic  flow  through  the  Sumner-Callahan  Tunnel  and  Central 
Artery  was  derived  from  previous  reports,  existing  Mass.  Turnpike 
Authority  counts  and  City  of  Boston  information. 

Base  Condition 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  development  was  computed  by  esti- 
mating trips  generated  from  the  proposed  activity  and  adding  these 
trips  to  a  base  condition  established  for  1987.  This  base  was 
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TABLE  1 
TRAFFIC  COUNTS 


SOURCE 

li    BOSTON-LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

VEHICULAR  TRAFFIC  SURVEY  — 

BRYANT  ASSOC,  INC.    AUGUST  1979 

2)  ADJUSTED  LOGAN  AIRPORT  TRAFFIC  COUNTS  ~ 
CAMBRIDGE  SYSTEMATICS,  INC.   APRIL  5,    1980 

3)  BOSTON  CENTRAL  ARTERY 

1977  ORIGIN/DESTINATION  SURVEY  — 
TIPPETTS-ABBETT-McCARTHY-STRATTON 

NOVEMBER  1978 

4)  BOSTON  REDEVLOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

1974  COUNTS  e  CENTRAL  ARTERY/NORTH  STREET 
ADJUSTED  FOR  STATE  STREET  RAMP  CLOSURE 
TELECON  ALFRED  HOWARD   FEBRUARY  12,  1981 

5}    MASSACHUSETTS  TURNPIKE  AUTHORITY 

1975-1980  SUI-INER  CALLAHAN  TUNNEL  COUNTS 
H.  BAKER  TELECON   FEBRUARY  12,  1981 

6)  MASSPORT 

PRINTOUT  OF  JANUARY  26,  1980  -  ADT  6  HOURLY 
FLOWS  ON  AIRPORT  RAMPS  &  C-1 

7)  SUMNER  CALLAHAN  HOURLY  FLOWS 
1977-1980  —  CTPS 

81    TURNING  MOVEMENT  COUNTS  AT  AIRPORT 

SIGNALS  COPIED  FROM  BRYANT  ASSOCIATES  FIELD 
NOTES  BY  R.  SLOANE  —   CTPS  —  PROVIDED 
FEBRUARY  10,  1981 


B-4-3 


developed  by  estimating  traffic  levels  expected  in  1987  through  a 
growth  factor  applied  uniformly  to  current  conditions.  An  annual 
growth  rate  of  1.5  percent  was  applied  to  1979  base  volumes  and 
resulted  in  a  13  percent  increase' in  existing  volume  levels.  The 
rate  reflects  changes  in  airport  travel  expected  to  1987,  but  is 
conservatively  high  when  compared  to  observed  trends  in  peak  hour 
traffic  passing  over  major  access  roadways  leading  to  Logan  Airport. 

Mitiqative  Measures  to  Current  Airport  Transportation  Access 
Conditions 

In  order  to  improve  operating  conditions  on  airport  roadways 
and  increase  accessibility  to  Logan  Airport,  Massport  intends  to 
institute  a  program  of  increased  transit  service  and  incentives  to 
Massport  employees  to  increase  car  occupancy.   Massport  staff 
believes  these  incentives  and  changes  in  transit  service  will 
result  in  the  following: 

•  Employee  use  of  transit  to  Logan  Airport  will  increase 
from  6.6  to  7.3  percent  of  total  trips. 

•  Employee  car  occupancy  will  increase  from  1.2  to  1.4 
persons . 

•  Airport  passenger  traffic  use  of  transit  will  increase 
from  existing  levels  of  14.7  percent  to  16.2  percent  of 
daily  trips. 

The  consequences  of  implementing  the  programs  indicated  results 
in  a  reduction  of  private  automobile  use  to  and  from  Logan  Airport. 
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Although  the  reduction  is  minimal,  the  measures  are  an  appropriate 
response  to  current  travel  conditions.   Our  analysis  shows  implemen- 
tation of  the  above  will  reduce  peak  hour  traffic  volumes  to  95.7 
percent  of  projected  base  conditions.   For  analysis  purposes,  this 
factor  was  applied  to  1987  volumes  prior  to  adding  vehicle  trips 
generated  by  the  Bird  Island  Flats  Development. 

Figures  1  and  2  show  1987  projected  volume  conditions  on  the 
roadway  network  used  to  analyze  potential  project  impacts.   The 
volumes  assume  mitigative  measures  have  been  applied  to  airport 
traffic. 

Projected  Travel  Demauids  —  High  Tech  Center 

The  amount  of  vehicle  traffic  generated  by  proposed  high  tech- 
nology uses  on  Bird  Island  Flats  was  estimated  on  the  basis  of  data 
provided  by  Massport  and  its  consultants.  Of  particular  importance 
were  estimates  of  employees  and  visitation  at  the  Conference  Center 
and  Exhibition  Space.  Information  provided  consisted  of  the 
following: 

•   Exhibition  Space  (500,000  square  feet) 

—  Total  tenant  and  maintenance  employees  =  210 

—  Total  daily  visitors  =  675 

—  80%  of  visitors  arrive  by  air  and  use  shuttle  bus/van 
to  access  the  center 

—  20%  of  visitors  arrive  from  local/regional  areas 
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1987  PM  PEAK  HR-BASE  C0NDITI0N"FIG2 


r 


c  r^ 


1736 


3204 


i 
I 

<0 


1« 


NORTHBOUND 


I    CENTRAL      ARTERY 


SOUTHBOUND 


•K-Astumet  MItlgatlve  Measures 
car  occupancy  &  transit  use 
for  airport  employees 
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•   Conference  Center  (300  bedrooms) 

—  Total  employees  ■  180 

—  Total  daily  visitors  ■  350 

—  60%  of  visitors  arrive  by  air  and  use  shuttle  bus/van 
to  access  the  center 

—  40%  of  visitors  arrive  from  local/regional  areas 

—  The  typical  conference  is  attended  only  by  residents 
of  the  conference  center. 

Estimates  of  peak  hour  automobile  trips  generated  by  the 
Exhibition  Space  and  Conference  Center  were  developed  using  the 
information  presented  above.   The  estimates  were  derived  by  examin- 
ing employees  and  local  visitors  separately. 

Since  only  local  visitors  will  arrive  by  automobile,  the 
traffic  analysis  examined  travel  patterns  expected  by  this  specific 
group  of  visitors.   For  analysis  purposes,  it  was  assumed  visitors 
to  the  exhibition  center  would  have  similar  travel  characteristics 
as  shopping  trips,  including  car  occupancy  rates  and  temporal  distri- 
bution.  Visitors  to  the  Conference  Center  were  assumed  to  arrive 
and  depart  during  normal  commuter  hours  with  no  additional  trips 
during  the  day.   A  car  occupancy  similar  to  area  work  trips  was 
assumed  for  this  activity. 

Employees  at  both  the  Conference  Center  and  Exhibition  Center 
were  assumed  to  exhibit  travel  characteristics  similar  to  ITE 
generation  rates  for  office  space  activity  during  peak  afternoon 
commuter  hours.   It  was  also  assumed  9  percent  of  all  employees 


5-4-{ 


would  arrive  at  the  site  via  transit  and  cross  harbor  ferry 
services. 

The  following  table  summarizes  PM  peak  hour  travel  character- 
istics generated  by  the  Conference  and  Exhibit  Centers. 

A.   VISITORS'  AUTOS  —  CONFERENCE  CENTER/EXHIBITION  CENTER 

Visitor  Daily      PM  Peak 

Daily      Arrivals   Car         Auto       Hour  Autos 
Activity      Visitors   By  Auto    Occupancy   Arrivals    In   Out 


Conference 
Center 


350        140        1.4         100 


50l/ 


Exhibition  ,  ,2/ 

Center         675        135        1.65         82        6      6_/ 

1,025         275         N/A  182         6     56 


Center 

TOTAL 


B.   EMPLOYEES*  AUTOS  —  CONFERENCE  CENTER/EXHIBITION  CENTER 

Daily        PM  Peak 
No.  of         Percent      Employees     Auto         Hour  Autos^/ 
Employees      by  Auto      by  Auto       Arrivals     _In_   Out 

390  91  355  253        29     159 


C.   VISITORS  BY  SHUTTLE  BUS  -  CONFERENCE  CENTER/EXHIBITION  CENTErI/ 

Visitors  Visitors  Average  Daily  PM  Peak  Hour 
Daiiv  bv  by  Occupancy/  Shuttle  Shuttle  Bus _ 
Visitors   Auto Shuttle    Shuttle     Arrivals   _In_   Out 


1,025      275        750 


30         25        13      13 


J/  Assumes  visitors  leave  in  two-hour  period  from  4-6  PM. 

2/  Percent  distribution  In  and  Out  from  retail  person  trip. 

3/  ITE  auto  rate/employee  for  general  office  building. 

4/  Assumes  shuttle  bus  operation  carries  visitors  to  air  terminals 

^  with  half  of  all  visitors  leaving  in  PM  peak  hour  on  peak  day. 
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Projected  Travel  Demands  -  General  Office  Building 

A  proposed  satellite  office  building  of  120,000  square  feet  is 
expected  to  create  travel  demands  at  a  rate  similar  to  office  space 
found  in  the  Boston  urban  area,   bsing  person-trip  rates  of  16  person- 
trips  per  day  per  1,000  square  feet  as  observed  by  Wilbur  Smith  & 
Associates  in  the  Boston  CBD,  a  transit  usage  factor  of  9  percent 
and  car  occupancy  rate  of  1.4,  we  arrived  at  a  daily  auto  trip  rate 
of  10.4  vehicles  per  1,000  square  feet. 

Daily  PM  Peak  PM  Peak 

Daily       Total  Hour  Hour 

Rate/Unit   Trips  Rate/Unit  Trips 

Activity  Amt.    Unit      In   Out     In   Out  In   Out  m  Out 

Office     120   1,000  SF    5.2   5.2     624   624    0.23   1.18    28   142 


Projected  Travel  Demands  —  Air  Cargo  Facility 

Employees  and  truck  traffic  generated  by  new  air  cargo  handling 
and  freight  forwarding  facilities  will  also  add  traffic  to  the  Bird 
Island  Flats  access  roads.   The  proposed  cargo  facilities  will  consist 
of  444,000  square  feet  of  development.   Trip  generation  rates  have 
been  estimated  by  Massport  through  observation  of  existing  cargo/ 
freight  forwarding  activities  on  Logan  Airport.   Observed  rates  are 
summarized  below: 


Autos 
Trucks 


AIR  CARGO  AT  LOGAN 
Vehicle  Trips/1,000  Sq.  Ft, 


Daily  Rate 
Two-way 

3.7 

5.5 


Daily  Trips 
Two  Way 

1,643 

2,442 


PM  Peak 
Hour  Rate 


In 

Out 

.12 

.23 

.12 

.12 

Peak  Hour 
Trips 


In 
53 
53 


Out 

102 

53 
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Massport  believes  the  existing  vehicle  trip  rate  for  Air  Cargo 
employees  can  be  reduced  by  providing  incentives  for  carpooling  and 
use  of  transit.   These  incentives  are  expected  to  decrease  auto 
trip  rates  by  20  percent  and  have  been  used  in  the  traffic  analysis 
of  potential  development  impacts. 

AIR  CARGO  PROJECTED  EMPLOYEE  VEHICLE  TRIPS 
WITH  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Daily 


In 


PM  Peak  Hour 
Out  In     Out 


650      650  44      84 

Projected  Travel  Demands  —  Summary 

'  The  following  table  summarizes  vehicle  trips  from  each  of  the 
land  use  components  proposed  for  Bird  Island  Flats.   Both  afternoon 
peak  hour  (4-5  PM)  and  daily  trips  are  provided. 

SUMMARY  -  VEHICLE  TRIP  GENERATION  TABLE 

Activity 

Conference  Center 
Exhibition  Center 
High  Tech  Employees 
Satellite  Office  Bldg. 
Shuttle  Bus 
Air  Cargo  Employees 
Air  Cargo  Trucks 

Total  Cars 

Total  Trucks  &  Buses 

Total  Vehicles 


PM  Peak 

Hour 

Da] 

[lyL 

To  BIF 

From  BIF 

To  BIF 

From  BIK 

0 

50 

100 

100 

6 

6 

82 

82 

29 

159 

250 

250 

28 

142 

624 

624 

13 

13 

25 

25 

44 

84 

650 

650 

53 

53 

1,220 

2 

,220 

107 

441 

1,706 

1 

,706 

66 

66 

1,245 

J^ 

,245 

173       507        2,951      2,951 
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Trip  Distribution 

New  trips  created  by  the  BIF  High  Tech/Office/Cargo  develop- 
ment were  assigned  to  the  roadway  system  in  the  following  manner. 
High  Tech  Employees,  Air  Cargo  Employees  and  Satellite  Office 
Building  trips  were  assumed  to  have  the  same  trip  distribution  as 
current  Massport  employees.   Trucks  and  buses  were  distributed 
according  to  observations  of  existing  patterns  and  all  High  Tech 
Conference  Center/Exhibition  Center  visitors  arriving  from  local 
sources  were  assigned  to  the  Sumner/Callahan  Tunnel.   This  assump- 
tion is  based  on  statements  by  Massport  consultants  that  the  Con- 
ference/Exhibition Center  would  be  oriented  to  high  tech  industries 
and  institutions  located  in  Boston/Cambridge  or  the  western 

suburbs.   This  provides  a  worst  case  scenario  since  all  visitor 
i 
vehicle  trips  are  assigned  to  the  Harbor  Tunnel  complex.   The 

following  table  summarizes  the  trip  distribution  used  for  the  new 
trips  generated  by  BIF  activities. 

VEHICLE  TRIP  DISTRIBUTION 
Percentages 


Activity 

High  Tech,  Air  Cargo 
Employees  and  General 
Office  Building 

Conference  Center 

Exhibition  Center 

Air  Cargo  Trucks 


McClellan 
Highway 


54% 
0% 
6% 

40% 


Tunnel 

To/From 

North 


18% 
50% 
50% 
30% 


Tunnel 

To/From 

South 


28% 
50% 
50% 
30% 
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The  following  table  shows  actual  numbers  of  vehicles  arriving/ 
departing  on  the  major  access  roads  to  Bird  Island  Flats  for  the  PM 
peak  hour. 


PM 

Peak  Hour  -  Added 

Trips 

Activity 

McCl 
High 

To 

BIF 

ellan 

way 
From 
BIF 

Tunnel/ 

Central 

North 

To 

BIF 

Artery 

From 
BIF 

Tunnel/ 

Central 

South 

To 

BIF 

Artery 

From 
BIF 

High  Tech,  Air  Cargo 
Employees  and  General 
Office  Building 

55 

208 

18 

69 

28 

108 

Conference  Center 

0 

0 

0 

25 

0 

25 

Exhibition  Center 

0 

0 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Air  Cargo  Trucks 

21 

21 

16 

16 

16 

16 

TOTAL 

76 

229 

37 

113 

47 

152 

Figures  3  and  4  show  trips  on  the  area  roadways  as  generated 
by  BIF  land  use  activity  for  the  1987  PM  peak  hour.   These  trips 
were  then  added  to  the  existing  roadway  network  and  the  resultant 
volumes  are  shown  in  Figures  5  and  6. 

Volume  Capacity  Analysis 

Impacts  of  the  proposed  BIF  development  on  existing  streets 
and  roadways  serving  the  site  were  developed  through  capacity 
analysis.   Two  critical  areas  were  examined  during  the  PM  peak 
hour:   (1)  the  Sumner/Callahan  Tunnel  Complex  and  the  tunnel 
interface  area  with  the  Central  Artery;  and  (2)  the  signalized 
intersections  on  the  airport  entrance/exit  roadways.   A  preliminary 


B-4-13 


CO 

d 
u. 


CO 

a. 
cc 

D 
IJJ 
D 
O 
< 

DC 

o 

X 

< 

LJLl 
Q. 


CO 


OUJ 


41 


J^U 


tr 


r7(y 


ci+- 


< 
-J 

CO 

o 
cc 


20S+        " 


< 
o 

c 

(A 

<  o 
-I  o 

u.  < 


czn- 


Mr 


SSOdO 


o 

_l 

CD 

^ 

Ci 

+ 

z 

UJ 

«^ 

d: 

0^ 

is 

A 

a: 

< 
o 

^ 

z 

3 

O 

< 

co 

Uj 

I'' 


u 


B-4-14 


■nrnimlinn ■ — — —— — ~t— — ■'-^"—"ni""'^.-* 


1987  PM  PEAK  HR  ADDED  TRIPS   FIG.  4 
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1987  PM  PEAK  HR/ DEVELOPMENT  FIG.  6 


analysis  of  Airport  ramp  merge  and  diverge  points  on  Route  C-1 
indicates  no  capacity  constraints  at  these  locations.   In  the 
projected  PM  peak  hour  it  appears  all  ramp  control  points  are 
capable  of  operating  at  adequate  levels  of  service.  The  critical 
areas  are  discussed  in  the  following  sections  of  this  report. 

The  two  signalized  intersections  on  the  airport  property  are 
currently  operating  at  Level  of  Service  "D"  during  an  average 
weekday  (4-5  PM)  time  period.   In  1987,  under  projected  growth 
conditions  without  development  on  Bird  Island  Flats,  level  of 
service  at  the  intersections  deteriorates  to  Level  of  Service  "E" 
(capacity).   Construction  of  a  High  Tech  Center,  Office  Building 
and  Air  Cargo  Facilities  creates  traffic  flows  that  are  in  excess 
of  current  roadway  capacities.   Table  2  summarizes  level  of  service 
conditions  by  indicating  volume/capacity  ratios. 


Location 

Entrance  Road 
@  Cross  Road 

Exit  Road  and 
Cross  Road 

Tunnel 

Central  Artery 
Merge 

Frontage  Road  § 
Pedestrian  Signal 


TABLE  2 
LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  SUMMARY 

PM  Peak  Hour  Volume  Capacity  Ratios 

— 19^7 

High  Tech 

1987        Center  with 

1987       High  Tech   Roadway 

1979    No  Build   Center      Improvements 


0.87 

0.88 
0.65 

1.01 

0.79 


0.93 

0.95 
0.72 

1.13 

0.87 


0.99 

1.15 
0.79 

1.18 

0.94 


0.84 

0.94 
0.79 

1.18 

0.94 
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Capacity  of  the  Callahan  Tunnel  is  the  critical  roadway  ele- 
ment subjected  to  additional  traffic  created  by  BIF  development. 
There  are  three  elements  of  the  Tunnel  complex  which  constrain 
vehicular  flows  and  have  been  investigated  as  part  of  the  BIF 
traffic  impact  study.   These  elements  are:   (1)  the  Callahan  Tunnel 
capacity,  (2)  the  pedestrian  signal  on  the  Central  Artery  frontage 
road  north  of  Hanover  Street,  and  (3)  the  Central  Artery  northbound 
on  ramp  merge  point  with  through  traffic.   Figure  6  shows  projected 
volumes  passing  through  the  three  critical  areas  during  the  1987 
(4-5  PM)  time  period. 

As  shown  in  Table  2,    the  volume  capacity  ratios  of  the  three 
check  points  increase  with  the  development  of  Bird  Island  Flats. 
Level  of  service  at  the  Frontage  Road  pedestrian  signal  changes 
from  Level  D  to  Level  E  (capacity).   The  Central  Artery  merge  is 
currently  at  capacity  and  cannot  accommodate  additional  flows.   The 
Tunnel  link  appears  to  have  the  capability  of  processing  additional 
vehicles  but  this  will  be  restrained  by  external  control  points. 

Roadway  Improvements 

Signalized  intersections  at  the  airport  have  been  recognized 
as  a  constraint  on  traffic  level  of  service  and  Massport  is  in  the 
process  of  developing  a  plan  of  action  for  upgrading  these  loca- 
tions.  There  are  many  alternatives  which  remain  to  be  investigated 
as  part  of  a  short-range  traffic  improvement  plan  for  Logan. 
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Several  of  these  alternatives  present  an  opportunity  for  signifi- 
cantly increasing  capacity  and  have  not  been  evaluated  in  this 
effort.  One  set  of  improvements  included  in  the  document  for 
evaluation  purposes  consists  of  the  following  elements: 

(1)  Elimination  of  U-turn  traffic  from  Airport  Exit  Road  to 
Entrance  Road  via  left-turn  onto  the  north-south  Cross  Road. 
This  movement  would  be  permitted  on  a  new  turning  ramp  con- 
structed across  the  infield  east  of  the  north-south  cross 
road.   Accordingly,  U-turn  traffic  will  not  pass  through  the 
signalized  intersections. 

(2)  All  left  turns  will  be  prohibited  from  the  westbound  Airport 
Exit  Road  to  southbound  Cross  Road.  Vehicles  completing  this 
maneuver  will  be  required  to  use  the  MBTA  bus  ramp. 

(3)  Construction  of  a  jug-handle  ramp  at  the  Entrance  Road/Cross 
Road  intersection  to  accommodate  left-turn  vehicles  from  east- 
bound  Entrance  Road  to  northbound  Cross  Road. 

(4)  Construction  of  an  access  road  to  Bird  Island  Flats  approxi- 
mately 700  feet  east  of  the  existing  north-south  Cross  Road. 
This  configuration  requires  all  BIF  exiting  traffic  to  leave 
the  site  via  a  U-turn  through  the  Central  Parking  access  road. 

As  shown  in  Table  2,  the  proposed  roadway  improvements  result 
in  significant  increase  in  traffic  performance  levels  at  the  signal- 
ized intersections.   Both  intersections,  as  improved,  are  expected 
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to  operate  at  or  better  than  levels  of  service  expected  in  1987 
f 


with  no  development  on  Bird  Island  Flats. 


Figure  7  shows  peak  hour  volumes  with  BIF  development  and 
proposed  roadway  improvements. 
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APPENDIX  B  -   5 


To:  Ted  Baldwin 

From:  Gordon  Lewin 

Date:  March  11,  1981 

Re:  Demand  estimate  for  ferry  service  at  BIF 

Estimate  of  demand  for  ferry  service  at  BIF  is  based 
on  a  Feasibility  Study  for  Cross  Harbor  Ferry  Service  completed 
in  January  by  Karen  Pearson  of  the  Planning  Department. 

Pearson's  market  projections  are  based  on  residential 
location.  She  identifies  the  market  for  ferry  service  to  be 
residences  within  walking  distance  of  Long  Wharf:   the  North 
End,  Chinatown,  Beacon  Hill,  and  the  Financial  District. 

Pearson  projects  that  if  20%  of  the  potential  walk-to-Long 
Wharf  market  uses  the  ferry,  the  service  would  achieve  a  demand 
of  33  people  per  hour. 

While  these  are  preliminary  estimates,  I  assigned  33  people 
as  the  peak  hour  BIF  work  force  which  would  use  the  service. 
The  market  would  equal  1.8%  of  total  peak  hour  generation  based 
on  employment  projections  for  full  office  development  (see  my  memo 
of  Feb.  12th,  p.4) . 

I  miEt  emphasize  that  the  estimate  is  preliminary  and  most 
likely  underestimates  the  peak  hour  impact  since  ferry  trips  are 
are  distributed  equally  throughout  the  day  in  Pearson's  report. 

cc:   Norman  Faramelli 
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To:  Ted  Baldwin 

From:  Gordon  Lewin 

Date:  Marah  12,  1981 

Re:  Impact  of  MBTA  pass  on  transit  use 

Payroll  deduction  plan 

Sale  of  MBTA  monthly  passes  at  full  cost  to  employees  through 
payroll  deduction  results  in  a  small  shift  from  auto  to  transit  use. 
According  to  MBTA  surveys,  9.6%  of  passholders  are  new  to  public  transit 
when  passes  are  sold  through  payroll  deduction.  At  CBD  businesses, 
12.5%  of  employees  use  the  pass.   Thus,  it  can  be  estimated  that  payroll 
deduction  results  in  a  1.2%  mode  shift  to  transit  from  automobiles. 

Subsidization  of  passes 

Massport  currently  subsidizes  5CF/o  of  the  cost  of  MBTA  passes  to 
employees.   Introduction  of  the  subsidization  program  increased  pass 
sales  by  a  six  fold.  A  Massport  survey  found  that  28%  of  passholders 
were  new  to  public  transportation.   (An  MBTA  survey  of  other  companies 
found  new  transit  use  due  to  subsidization  of  passes  ranged  from 

25%- 33%.) 

In  the  Massport  case,  the  actual  number  of  passes  sold  increased 
by  120.  Twenty-eight  percent  of  these  sales  were  people  who  were  formally 
auto  users-which  equals  3M  new  transit  users.   I  believe  that  Massport 
employees  340  people  which  would  mean  that  subsidization  resulted  in 
a  10%  shift  in  mode  use  to  transit. 

cc:  Norman  Faramelli 
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Massachusetts  Port  Authority 

Inter  Office  Memorandum 
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Subject.i.<?wer..Bound..ftv1g.ti.Qn..i:flre.Cfl5.t5. 
D,te .AHaHSt...?.?.A..l?.§P. 


itroduction 


irport  land  use  planning  purposes. 

„e  to  the  recent  eeon^ic  upsets.  InfUtlon    recession.  deregulUion.nd_conti^^ 

kyrocketmg  of  fuel  prices,  """y  ^""""^  ISe  recent  flw  montJl  whin  compared  to 

^^t^^:X^  VclnTtlt^ll^T^  be^Ke  s^e'throughout  the 

oming  two  decades. 


,unTnary  of  the  Forecasts 
'assenger'^  movements 


■otal  passenger  .ov^ents  by  the  scheduled  carriers  at  Boston  will  grow  fro^^^^^^^^ 
nllion  in  1980  to  28.80  million  ^y  the  year  2000.  for  an  a ve^^^^  ay  ^^  scheduled 
of  3.1  percent.  Total  passenger  movements  by  trunk  ana  regions 
service  will  grow  at  a  loV^^„;;;ff,^,/"J";;;f^fi•2ssS  that  the  c'onmuter  carrier 

l^s  comuter  carriers  are  info^^J^^I^^^^fJ^^^-  forecasts'  average  annual  growth  rate 
passenger  movements  will  follow  the  upper  bound  forecasts^  aveg      ^^^  ^^^^.^^ 

Sf  3.9  percent  (April  16  -jemo   Becau  e  J^^^^^^^li^S  ^J'^'J^^US-foreign  markets 
countries  and  vigorous  international  a^^^^;^%^?JP^J'  sJ^s  scheduled  international 
during  the  recent  deregulated  years,  a  f^"^^^"f^f  JsJf?^'^  will  grow  from  3.2 
passenger  '"ovementsncludingJ^S.  and  Foreign  Flag  c^  .^  ^^3^   ^ 

million  (assuming  all  ^ide-bod  ed  fl  ghts  are  ?"«'^"J^;°  projected  scheduled  wide- 
factor  of  three  to  over  9-8  mi  ion  (assuming  haK  of  the  poj    ^^  ^^  ^^^^^^ 
bodies  flights  are  international  operations;  by  ine  year  c^uu 
growth  rate  of  5.6  percent. 

Table  1.  below,  shows  the  passenger  -vejents  forecast  for  the  different  types  of 
scheduled  service  by  5  year  increments  from  1980-2000. 
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Table  1 


Annual 

Passenger 

Movements  by  Carr1( 

er  Group 

(10^) 

Scheduled 
Total 

15.3- 

Av 

Year 

Scheduled 
Certificated 

14. 2^ 

Av 

.  Annu 
%  ZX 

al 

Scheduled 

Commuter 

1.10 

Av 

.  Annual 

.  Annual 

1980 

— 

— 

1985 
1990 

15.7 
18.1 

2.0 
2.5 

1.40 
1.70 

4.8 
1.8 

17.1 
19.8 

2.2 

2.3 

1995 

22.1 

4.4 

2.10 

6.7 

24.2 

2.4 

2000 

26.4 

3.6 

2.40 

2.7 

28.8 

3.5 

Aircraft  movements: 

^r^^ 

c//'  ^  '^: 

-  ."T^ 

^^ 

Table  2,  below,  shows  the  forecasts  of  average  day-peak  month  aircraft  movements  for 
the  base  year,  1980  and  5  year  incremental  forecasts  from  1980-2000  for  the  scheduled 
service  in  Boston. 

Table-  2 


Average  Day  - 

Peak  Month  Aircraft  Movements 

by 

Carrier 

Group 

Year' 

Standard 
Bodies 

576 

Av. Annual 

Wide 
Bodies 

73 

Av. Annual 

Caiiiiuter 
419 

Av 

.Annual 

Total 
1,085 

Av. Annual 
%A 

1980 

~ 

-- 

1985 

524 

1.9 

147 

1.4 

365 

2.8 

1,036 

0.9 

1990 

443 

3.3 

200 

6.2 

322 

2.5 

1.249 

3.7 

1995 

369 

3.6 

286 

7.2 

293 

0.2 

948 

5.5 

2000 

289 

4.9 

354 

4.3 

306 

0.9 

949 

0.0 

Table  3  presents  average  day-January  aircraft  movements  and  its  aircraft  seating 
capacity  from  1980  to  2000.  Tables  4  to  8  give  peak  hour-average  day-peak  month 
(PHADPM),  average  day-peak  month  (ADPM),  peak  month  and  annual  passengers  and  opera- 
tions by  aircraft  types  by  5  year  increments  from  1980  to  2000.  Table  9  summarizes 
the  two  aviation  forecasts  in  passenger  movements  at  Logan. 

Assumptions  and  Approaches: 

The  basic  assumptions  of  this  forecast  are  similar  to  the  "upper  bound"  forecasts  with 
the  exception  of  the  following:  First,  the  rate  of  Increase  in  domestic  wide-bodied 
carrier  movements  is  decreased  50^  in  the  years  1980-1990  and  is  lessened  80%  in  the 
-^   1990's.  Second,  in  the  international  market,  the  replacement  rate  of  2-3  engine  wide- 
bodied  carriers  is  assumed  to  be  slower  than  the  "upper  bound"  forecasts,  from  a 
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■8   4  4  %  range  to  0.5  -  3.0  %   range,  but  the  4-engine  wide  bodies  will  be  the 
me   in'operations  as  in  the  "upper  bound"  forecasts.  This  assumption  will  decrease 
!he  international  aircraft  operations  to  a  lesser  extent  than  the  domestic  carrier 
»perations. 

n  addition,  it  is  assumed  that  load  factor  per  aircraft  movement  will  have  a  smaller 
increase  as  projected  earlier.  The  recent  monthly  statistics  show  that  because  of 
'he  excess  capacity  in  air  carrier  service  under  severe  competition  and  the  r?^^"^^:?"^ 
>  the  industry  under  deregulation,  the  load  factor  assignment  would  not  be  higher  than 
6  percent  in  average  and  the  increase  in  load  factor  per  scheduled  operation  would 
-one  into  effect  at  about  5  years  behind  the  "upper  bound"  forecasts  P;;ojected.  Hence- 
forth, the  load  factor  assignment  for  all  carrier  types  for  the  year  1980  is  O.bb; 
1985.  0.68;  1990.  0.70;  1995.  0.72;  and  for  the  year  2000,  it  is  0.74. 

\s  a  result  of  these  changes,  aircraft  operations  and  passenger  movements  will  grow  at 
1  much  slower  rate  than  the  previous  upper  bound  forecasts.  In  terms  of  foreseeable 
aeronautical  technology  improvement,  seating  capacity  will  be  the  same  as  projectea 
jefore. 

'eak  hour  -  average  day  -  peak  month  (PHADPM)  approach,  as  described  in  the  April, 
1980  memo,  will  be  effectively  the  same  in  terms  of  converting  from  PHADPM  to  average 
jay  -  peak  month  (ADPM),  to  peak  month  and  to  annual  total.  The  conversion  factors 
Deinq  used  in  the  "upper  bound"  forecasts,  remain  the  same  in  this  lower  bound 
estimate  simply  because  of  historical  data  involved  in  this  conversion  calculation. 

Alan  Eng 
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CO  :  Norm  Faramelli 

H.  Con over 

K.  Pearson 
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T.  Baldwin 
A.  Bratt 
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•TABLE  9:   Total  Annual  PassenEcrs  of  >TPA.  FM  and  ATA  Forecasts  l^'-^'^v' 


1980    • 

1985 

1990 

1995 

2000 

TAA 

15.600 

19.800 

.    24.200 

NA 

NA 

MPA 

17.500 

19.800 

25.200 

28,500 

38,700 

1  ou  ■ ' 

15  2So 

'7,  ^'7'^ 

1^,  7fo 

24,  l7o 

2^,7*0 

ATA 

14.700 

20.200 

26,200 

33,100 

41  ,oon 

Source:  FAA  Aviation  Forecast  of  Boston,  3/80 
ATA  drafted  memo,  1/80 


c  r- 


1980  -  2000 


i     Av.  Annual  % 
KPA   ■   Compound  Growth  Rate 


Simple  % 
Increase 


UPPER  ■ 
BOUND* 


4.6 


255 


LOWER 
BOUND 


3.1 


190 


♦1980  data  is  assumed  to  be  15.280,000  passengers 
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To:         The  File 
From:      Ted  Baldwin 

subject:    Calculation  of  Adjusted  Ground  Traffic  Baseline  Growth 
Rate  for  BIF  Traffic  Analysis 

Date:      March  26,  19  81 

Purpose:   To  calculate  a  growth  rate  for  Logan  Airport  baseline 
■  ""P      ground  traffic  (i.e.  No-Build  conditions)  based  on  the 
observed  historical  relationship  between  ground  traffic 
and  enplaned  passengers,  and  the  forecast  growth  rate 
for  enplaned  passengers. 

Historical  Growth  of  Ground  Traffic; 

Total  outbound  traffic  per  average  weekday 

1970     28,198 
1979     36,850 

Sources-   1970:  Coverdale  and  Colpitts, 

Report  on  Logan  Airport  Travel  Study, 

10/31/72,  Exhibit  J,  sheet  7. 

(sum  of  ADT  on  all  outbound  links.) 

1979:  Cambridge  Systematics,  Inc., 
Logan  Airport  Master  Plan  Study  -  Ground 
Traffic  and  Transportation,  materials 
presented  to  Massport  Board  4/10/80,  p.  18. 

Total  growth  =  31%/9  years 

Compound  growth  rate  =     3.0%/year 

Historical  Growth  of  Enplaned  Passengers: 

source:   Massport  Aviation  Department  Air  Traffic  Statistics 

6/70  enplaned  passengers   =   426,568 
4/79  enplaned  passengers  =   642,627 

These  numbers  were  adjusted  to  account  for  interline  passen- 
gers, i.e.  enplaned  passengers  who  arrived  at  the  airport  on 
another  aircraft  rather  than  some  ground  mode. 

6/1970   interline  passengers  =   16% 
4/1979   interline  passengers  =   17% 
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Sources:   1970:   Coverdale  and  Colpitts,  page  24 

1979:   Memo  from  Jeff  McMann,  CSI,  to  N.  Faramelli 
1/25/80,  adjusted  figures  from  Table  2  of 
Dan  Miller,  CTPA,  memo  of  12/21/79  to  P. 
Sheinfeld. 


426,568  X  .84   =   358,317 
642,627  X  .83   =   533,380 

Total  growth  =  49%/9  years 
Compound  growth  rate  =  4.5%/year 

Relationship  of  Traffic  Growth  for  Enplaned  Passengers 


31  _ 


49 


=   .63 


and 


3.0 
4.5 


=   .67 


Forecast  Enplaned  Passenger  Growth  Rate: 

Source:   A.  Eng  Memo    8/26/80 

C  ^  Year  Passengers  (enplaned  and  deplaned 

1979  15.2  million 

1985  17.1  million 

1990  19.8  million 

^  1987  =  1.2  X  1979   (interpolated) 

Calculation  of  Revised  Baseline  Ground  Traffic  Growth  Rate: 


.2  X  31 
49 


.13 
.13 
1987  ground  traffic 


.2  X  3^  = 

4.5 


=   1.13  times  1979 


Note: 

While  the  avialable  data  are  less  complete  for  the  P.M.  peak 
hour,  comparison  of  the  CSI  and  Coverdale  and  Colpitts  P.M.  peak 
hour  traffic  levels  indicates  substantially  less  traffic  growth 
than  the  ADT  comparison.   The  exact  reason  for  this  difference  is 
unclear,  but  it  may  be  a  reflection  of  capacity  constraints.   There- 
fore, the  ADT  growth  was  used  as  a  measure  of  unconstrained  growth 
rates.   This  is  the  appropriate  measure,  as  we  are  interested  in 
the  estimated  growth  in  traffic  demand,,  not  traffic  accommodated. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:        The  File 
FROM:     Ted  Baldwin 

SUBJECT:   Calculation  of  Air  Cargo  Car  and  Truck  ADT's  and 
P.M.  Peak  Hour  Trips 

DATE:      April  9,  19  81 


For  the  purposes  of  the  BIF  RFEIR,  ADT  and  P.M.  peak 
hour  trip  generation  rates  were  calculated  for  automobile 
ard  truck  trips  generated  by  air  cargo  development.   These 
generation  rates  were  developed  from  the  results  of  surveys 
of  air  cargo  carrier  and  freight  forwarder  operations  which 
were  conducted  by  Massport  staff  in  May  19  80.   These  surveys 
and  the  observed  trucks  and  cars  entering  per  day  per  annual 
ton  are  discussed  in  Appendix  A  of  the  FEIR/EIS. 

Calculation  of  Truck  ADT  Rate 

Data  from  Appendix  A  fo  the  FEIR/EIS  to  calculate  ADT 
truck  trip  generation  rates. 

.0066  daily  truck  movements/annual  ton 
X.83    annual  tons/square  foot 
.0055  truck  ADT/1000  square  feet 

Result:   5.5  truck  ADT/1000  square  foot 

Calculation  of  Automobile  ADT 

Data  are  also  from  Appendix  A  of  FEIR/EIS. 

.0044  daily  auto  movements/annual  ton 
x.83   annual  tons/square  foot 
.0037  auto  ADT/square  foot 

Result  3.7  auto  ADT/100  0  square  foot 

Calculation  of  P.M.  Peak  Hour  Truck  Trips  Generated 

P.M.  peak  hour  truck  trips  were  estimated  by  applying 
the  percentage  of  truck  trips  conducted  by  the  air  <pargo 
carriers  between  4:00  and  5:00  p.m.  as  observed  during  tne 
air  cargo  survey.   Sixteen  inbound  and  16  outbound  movements 
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were  recorded,  out  of  a  daily  total  of  369  in  each  direction, 
for  a  p.m.  peak  hour  rate  of  4.3%  of  daily  novements,  or 
.12  entering  and  112  exiting  vehicles  per  1000  square  feet. 

Calculation  of  P.M.  Peak  Hour  Automobile  Trips  Generated 

P.M.  peak  hour  automobile  trips  were  also  generated 
from  percentages  observed  in  the  survey  of  air  cargo 
operators.   6.3%  (20  out  of  320)  of  all  weekday  entering 
trips  were  observed  during  the  4:00  to  5:00  p.m.  hour,  and 
12.2%  (40  out  of  328)  of  all  exiting  trips.   These  factors 
yield  P.M.  peak  hour  trip  generation  rates  per  1000 
square  feet  of  .12  entering  and  .23  exiting  vehicles. 


Calculation  of  Mitigated  P.M.  Peak  Hour  Automobile  Rates 

The  effects  of  two  mitigating  measures  were  assumed  for  BIF 
cargo  automobile  trips:  10%  increase  in  automobile  occupancy  (from 
1.2  to  1.3  for  P.M.  peak  hour  trips  and  from  1.1  to  1.2  for  ADT 
trips  —  auto  occupancy  is  higher  during  the  P.M.  peak  hour  than 
the  average  over  the  entire  day),  and  a  9.1%  transit  mode  split. 
These  measure  result  in  a  mitigated  ADT  rate  of  3.1,  and  P.M. 
peak  hour  rates  of  .10  entering  and  .19  exiting  cars.   No  miti- 
gation was  assumed  for  cargo  trucks .  ._..,., 

Summary 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  results  of  these  air 
cargo  ground  vehicle  trip  generation  rate  calculations: 


RFEIR 


FEIR 
ADT 
3.7 
5.5 

ADT 

P.M.  Peak 

Hour 

Enterina 

Exiting 

Unmit. 
3.7 
5.5 

Mitig. 
3.1 
5.5 

Unmit.   Mitig, 
.12      .10 
.12      .12 

Unmit.   Miti( 

Cars 

Trucks 

.23      .19 
.12      .12 

Ted  Baldwin 
Aviation  Planner 


TB/hhg 
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APPENDIX  C  -  AIR  QUALITY  ANALYSIS 

This  section  contains  a  report  on  8  hour  Carbon 
Monoxide  (CO)  levels  in  1987  done  by  our  air 
quality  consultant  (Appendix  C-1).  Also  included 
are  memos  from  the  traffic  engineers  that  set 
forth  the  traffic  analysis  (including  queuing 
characteristics)  used  in  the  air  quality  report 
(Appendix  C-2). 


APPENDIX  C-1   -  Consultant's  Air  Quality 
Report 
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1.    INTRODUCTION 

The  ()b.l(.T:1, 1  vo  of  Lhlr>  study  U;  to  anr>or>r>  the  potentl;.!  .-i  I  r 
quality  impact  of  thic  proposed  lUrd  Island  Flats  Project  at  I.oi-viri 
Airport  in  East  Boston,  Massachusetts.   Specifically,  the  Impact 
assessment  is  limited  to  an  8-hr  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  analysis. 
This  study  is  designed  as  a  supplement  to  the  extensive  air 
quality  analysis  that  was  conducted  in  conjunction  with  the  Draft 
and  the  Final  EIR/EIS  for  the  Bird  Island  Flats  Project.   The 
scope  and  approach  to  this  8-hr  CO  analysis  was  developed  and 
agreed  upon  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Region  I 
office,  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
Engineering,  and  the  Massachusetts  Executive  Office  of  Environ- 
mental Affairs.   The  year  selected  for  analysis  is  1987. 

Section  2  of  this  report  describes  the  analysis  methods  and 
input  data.   The  results  of  the  modeling  analysis  are  given  in 
Section  3- 
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2.    AIR  QUALITY  ANALYSIS  METHODS  AND  INPUT  DATA 

To  assess  the  air  quality  Impact,  emissions  of  carbon 
■monoxide  (CO)  from  all  motor  vehicles,  aircraft,  and  ground 
support  service  vehicles  in  the  entire  Airport,  and  motor 
vehicle  services,  the  Sumner  Tunnel  portal,  and  on  Route  C-1 
were  estimated  for  an  eight-hr  period.   From  these  emissions, 
the  maximum  ambient  eight-hr  CO  concentrations  at  selected 
receptor  locations  at  Logan  Airport  and  its  vicinity  were 
estimated.   These  concentrations  were  then  compared  with  the 
applicable  measurements  and  federal  eight-hr  CO  standard. 
The  modeling  techniques  and  the  input  data  used  to  estimate 
the  emissions  and  the  resulting  concentrations  are  described 
in  this  section. 

Estimating  Emissions 

Automobile    Sources 

To  estimate  emissions  from  automobile  sources,  emission 
factors  as  compiled  in  EPA's  Mobile    Source   Emission    Factors 
document  [1]  were  used.     The  computation  procedures  were 
implemented  by  the  use  of  a  computer  program  from  EPA's  Office 
of  Transportation  and  Land  Use  Policy  [2]. 

To  make  these  emission  factors  more  specific  to  the  analysi; 
of  this  project,  a  number  of  correction  factors  were  applied  as 
follows. 

Vehicle    Registration    Data 

Vehicle  registration  data  for  the  light-duty  vehicle  class 
(comprising  all  of  the  private  passenger  automobiles)  showing 
distribution  of  the  vehicle  population  by  age,  as  used  by  the 
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EPA  procedure,  were  replaced  by  registration  data  that  pertained 
to  Massachusetts.   These  data  were  provided  by  the  Massachusetts 
IJepartmont  of  Envlronmontal  Quality  Engineering  (DEQE)  and  are 
shown  In  Table  1   along  with  national  registration  data  for 
the  other  vehicle  classes.   The  Massachusetts  data  show  that  the 
automobile  population  is  generally  "older"  compared  with  the 
national  average  (about  ^5%   of  the  automobiles  In  Massachusetts 
are  five  years  old  or  less  vs  50%  for  the  national  average). 

Distribution    of    Vehicle-Miles-Traveled    (VMT)    According    to 
Vehicle    Category 

The  distribution  of  the  VMT  used  to  develop  a  composite 
emission  factor  was  based  on  1979  vehicle  classification  counts 
at  six  locations  at  and  around  Logan  provided  by  Massport  [3]. 
On  the  main  airport  loop  and  Individual  terminal  approaches, 
the  VMT  distribution  consists  of  86.1%  automobiles,  ]0.2%  llglit- 
duty  trucks,  2.2%  heavy-duty  gasoline  trucks,  and  1.5%  heavy- 
duty  diesel  trucks.   For  parking  areas  and  employee  access  of 
cargo  areas,  100%  automobiles  are  assumed.   For  all  future 
cargo  and  food  preparation  truck  assessments,  the  VMT  distribu- 
tion is  assumed  to  be  73%  light-duty  trucks,  l6.2%  heavy-duty 
gasoline  trucks,  and  10.8%  heavy-duty  diesel  trucks.   For 
traffic  on  Route  C-1  and  at  the  Tunnel  portal,  the  distribution 
of  the  VMT  that  was  used  to  develop  a  composite  emission  factor 
consisted  of  80.3%  automobiles,  11.6%  light-duty  trucks,  4.5% 
heavy-duty  gasoline  trucks,  3.1%  heavy-duty  diesel  trucks,  and 
0.5%  motorcycles. 

Mix    of   Cold,    Stabilized,    and   Hot    Transient    Operations 

Automobile  exhaust  emission  rates  are  influenced  by  the 
temperature  of  the  engine.   A  vehicle  operated  in  the  cold 
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phase,  for  example,  will  have  higher  emission  rates  of  CO  than 
if  the  same  vehicle  were  operated  in  a  stabilized  phase.   The 
Federal  Test  Procedure  (FTP)  mix  of  2\%   cold,  21%   hot  transient, 
and  b2%   stabilized  was  used  in  this  analysis  for  the  eight-hr 
period. 

Ambient    Temperature 

Emission  rates  of  CO  decrease  with  increasing  ambient 
temperatures.   The  FTP  data  were  taken  over  a  range  of  tempera- 
tures from  68°F  to  86°F.   There  is  a  basis  in  the  model  for 
adjusting  to  the  temperatures  that  are  applicable  in  the  specific 
situation.   For  this  particular  analysis,  an  ambient  temperature 
of  35°F  was  used. 

Traffic    Volume 

Traffic  volumes  are  a  direct  measure  of  activity  and  are 
multiplied  by  the  emission  factors  and  by  the  length  of  the 
road  segment  to  obtain  the  emission  results.   Traffic  data  were 
developed  by  Vanasse/Hangen  Engineering,  Inc.  [4].   These  data 
were  compiled  for  the  existing  conditions  and  were  estimated 
for  the  analysis  year  1987,  for  the  Revised  No-Bulld,  the 
Proposed  Development  Plan^,  and  the  Revised  Proposed  Development 
Plan.   Figure  1  shows  the  locations  of  the  stations  at  the 
various  Airport  roadway  systems  for  which  estimated  traffic 
volumes  were  developed,  and  Table  2  shows  the  volumes  at  each 
of  these  stations  for  the  existing  and  the'  198?  cars. 

Vehicle    Speeds 

Emissions  vary  with  speed.   The  FTP  compiles  emission  data 
at  three  average  vehicle  speeds  corresponding  to  the  three 
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TABLE  2 
EIGHT-HR  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES  AT  LOGAN  AIRPORT  FOR  EXISTING  AND  1987  CONDITIONS 


Location 
ID  No.* 

1 

2 

3 

k 

5 

6 

T 

8 

9 

11 

12 

13 

lA 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


1981 

Existing 
Conditions 

15^+0 

15^*0 

1980 

2350 

3290 

h215 

11590 

13510 

II5I+0 

1935 

1820 

37^+5 

3TT0 

Ti^l5 

9360 

2235 

2235 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17810 

19215 


1987 

Revised  Proposed 
No-Build   Development  Plan** 

1730  1650 

1730  1650 

2230  3050 

2650  2500 

3700  35^+0 

I4815  1090 

13050  15832 

15215  1T500 

13000  19330 

2180  2150 

2050  20i+0 

1+220  6120 

U2U5  5370 

8350  9750 

1051+0  11090 

2520  2500 

2520  2500 

0  3650 

0  3810 

0 

0  3810 

20060  22865 

216I+O  22280 


1 


Revised  Proposed 
Development  Plan** 

1650 

1650 

3050 

2500 

35^0 

1090 
13705 
169^0 
16960 

2150 

20UO 

5020 

5070 


10500 
2500 
2500 
2500 
2070 

2070 
21138 
21960 


*  Station  locations  are  as  shown  in  Fig. 

**The  traffic  assignments  for  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  and  the  Revised 
Pr^pos^d  DevS^^m^t  Plan  are  .ased  on  a  set  of  mitigation  measures  and 
roadway  improvements  as  described  m  the  text. 
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phases  of  engine  operation  (cold,  stabilized,  and  hot  transient). 
The  weighted  average  speed  for  the  whole  cycle  is  about  21  mph. 
At  speeds  other  than  21  mph,  the  FTP  provides  for  adjustments. 
Generally,  at  higher  speeds,  CO  emission  rates  decrease.   For 
the  elght-hr  averaging  time,  vehicle  speeds  on  all  roadways  were 
assumed  to  be  35  mph.   These  are  free-flow  speeds  and  do  not 
apply  at  intersections  or  at  the  tunnel  portals. 

Intersection  Data 

Estimates  of  emission  rates  at  the  two  intersections  on  the 
Cross  Road  were  achieved  using  procedures  contained  in  EPA's 
Volume  9  for  Evaluating  Indirect  Sources  [5].   The  demand  volumes 
and  aoproach  capacities  for  the  existing  roadway  configuration 
(i.e.,  without  signal  cycle  changes  and  roadway  improvements) 
for  the  various  project  alternatives  are  as  shown  in  Table  3- 
With  the  proposed  changes  in  roadways  and  demand  volumes,  the 
capacities  were  also  changed  to  minimize  potential  congestion 
or  queuing.   The  new  volumes  and  capacities  are  exhibited  in 
Table  ^. 

The  signal  phasing  and  associated  green  times  for  the  Exit 
Road/Cross  Road  and  the  Entrance  Road/Cross  Road  i^ntersections 
are  given  in  Figure  2.   Total  cycle  time  was  unchaged  at  115 
seconds . 
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TABLE  3   INTERSECTION  APPROACH  CAPACITIES  AND  PM  PEAK  HOUR  DEMAND 
VOLUMES  IN  1987  -  EXISTING  ROADWAY  CONDITIONS 


ALTERNATIVES 


Capacity*  Revised 
No  Build 


Proposed 

Development 

Plan 


Revised 
PDP 


Exit  Road/Cross  Road 


Exit  Road  W.  Bound 

1775 

2250 

2250 

Cross  Road  S.  Bound 

850 

340 

407 

Cross  Road  N.  Bound 

-  Through 

1050 

165 

165 

-  Left  Turn 

216 

320 

861 

2250 


165 


Entrance/Cross  Road 


Entrance  Road-E.  Bound 

1812 

2090 

2090 

-Right  Turn 

516 

265 

502 

Cross  Road  -  S.  Bound 

-Through 

960 

290 

362 

-Left  Turn 

312 

430 

430 

Cross  Road  -  N.  Bound 

387 

465 

1091 

2090 


430 


Capacities  are  in  vehicles  per  hour. 
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TABLE  4.   INTERSECTION  APPROACH  CAPACITIES  AND  PM  PEAK  HOUR  DEMAND 
VOLUMES  IN  1987  -  MITIGATED  CONDITIONS 


ALTERNATIVES 

Capacity*   Revised     Proposed       Revised 
No  Build    Development     PDP 
Plan 


Exit  Road/Cross  Road 


Exit  Road  W.  Bound 

2612 

1885 

2732 

Cross  Road  S.  Bound 

328 

326 

326 

Cross  Road  N.  Bound 

-  Through 

158 

158 

158 

-  Left  Turn 

200 

306 

306 

2365 
326 

158 
306 


Entrance/Cross  Road 


Entrance  Road  E.  Bound 

-  Through 

2107 

2000 

2226 

-  Right  Turn 

600 

479 

460 

Cross  Road  S.  Bound 

-  Through 

903 

63 

63 

-  Left  Turn 

120 

100 

100 

Cross  Road  N.  Bound 

580 

636 

636 

2160 
460 

63 
100 
636 


Capacities  are  in  vehicles  per  hour. 
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*Gt  denotes  green  time  in  seconds.   The  unbracketed  numbers  refer  to 
existing  conditions,  and  the  bracketed  numbers  to  the  mitigated  conditions. 
Total  cycle  time  in  both  cases  is  115  seconds. 

FIG.  2.  SIGNAL  CYCLE  TIMES  AT  THE  TWO  INTERSECTIONS  FOR  EXISTING  AND 
PROPOSED  MITIGATED  CONDITIONS. 
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Queuing  Data  for  the  Sumner  Tunnel 

Demand  volumes  for  both  the  Sumner  and  the  Callahan  Tunnels 
for  existing  conditions  and  for  the  No-Build,  Proposed  Development 
Plan  (FEIR),  and  the  Revised  Proposed  Development  Plan  in  1987  are 
as  shown  in  Table  5-   These  data  were  developed  by  Vanasse/Hangen 
Engineering,  Inc.,  and  provide  data  on  an  hourly  basis  for  the 
8-hr  period  from  noon  to  8  om. 

For  the  purpose  of  the  air  quality  analysis  three  different 
sets  of  tunnel  congestions  scenarios  were  selected.   The  first  is 
associated  with  a  "free-flow"  condition.   Under  this  condition, 
queues  at  the  Sumner  Tunnel  portal  are  minimal.   Queue  length  and 
average  delay  times  were  estimated  based  on  empirically  derived 
toll-booth  processing  times,  and  vehicle  arrival  rates  at  the 
booth.   These  processing  times  were  disaggregated  between  "manual 
operated"  and  "exact  change"  booths,  and  individual  accounting 
of  all  seven  individual  booths  was  used.   Details  of  the  queuing 
analysis  under  free  flow  conditions  are  provided  in  a  technical 
memcrrandum  from  Vanasse/Hangen   Engineering,  Inc.  dated  March 
17,  1981. 

The  second  set  of  conditions  are  referred  to  as  the  worst  con- 
gestion scenario.   This  condition  will  come  about  when  the  demand 
for  the  Sumner  Tunnel  exceeds  the  limiting  capacity  at  the  Boston 
end  of  the  tunnel.   Discharge  capacities  at  the  toll  booth  is  no 
longer  the  limiting  factor.   Under  this  condition  queues  under 
the  Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR)  were  estimated  to  reach  900 
vehicles  during  5-6  pm,  and  average  delay  during  this  hour  was 
estimated  at  about  22  minutes.   Under  the  maximum  congestion  scen- 
arios, long  queues  and  long  delays  were  estimated  to  last  from 
3  pm  to  8  pm.   The  queue  lengths  and  delay  times  for  the  Revised 
No-Build,  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR),  and  the  Revised 
PDP  are  set  forth  in  Table  6.   As  noted  in  the  table,  the  delay 
times  of  the  Revised  PDP  are  substantially  reduced. 
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TABLE  5. 


DEMAND  VOLUMES  FOR  THE  SUMNER  AND  THE  CALLAHAN  TUNNELS  FOR 
EXISTING  AND  1987  CONDITIONS. 


1981 

1987 

Hour 

E 

xisting 

Revised 
No-Build 

Proposed 
Development  Plan 

Revised 
PDP 

Sumner 

(In- 

-Bound) 

12-1 

2041 

2250 

2510 

2480 

1-2 

1910 

2110 

2250 

2220 

2-3 

2360 

2600 

2720 

2680 

3-4 

2541 

3160 

3340 

3260 

4-5 

2241 

2590 

3000 

2860 

5-6 

2255 

2580 

2800 

2810 

6-7 

2347 

2760 

2860 

2820 

7-8 

2117 

2910 

2970 

2930 

Callahan  (Out-Bound) 


12-1 

1-2 

2-3 

3-4 

4-5 

5-6 

6-7 

7-8 


2266 

2500 

2770 

2180 

2400 

2640 

2344 

2590 

2770 

2643 

2920 

3020 

2695 

2970 

3100 

2605 

2870 

2950 

2270 

2500 

2580 

2209 

2440 

2450 

2690 
2570 
2720 
2990 
3050 
2930 
2560 
2450 
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TABLE     6.     SUMNER    TUNNEL   1987  8-HR  QUEUING   IMPACT  PARAMETERS  USED  IN  THE 
CO   IMPACT  ANALYSIS 


Hour 


12-lpin 

1-2 

2-3 

3-4 

4-5 

5-6 

6-7 

7-8 


Revised 
No-Build 

Demand 
Volume* 

2250 
2110 
2600 
3164 
2592 
2582 
2756 
2912 


Proposed  Development 
Plan 


Queue 
Length"* 


Average 
Delay* 


45 
130 
210 
140 

115 


Demand 
Volume 

2510 
2250 
2720 
3340 
3000 
2880 
-2860 
2970 


Queue   Average 
Length  Delay 


70 
380 
920 
890 
490 


2 

9 

22 

22 

12 


Revised  Proposed 
Development  Plan 

Demand  Queue   Average 
Volume  Length  Delay 

2480  -**  -** 

2220 

2680 

3257  55  1 

2857  265  6 

2808  600  14 

2818  430  10 

2928  140  3 


^Demand  volumes  are  in  vehicles  per  hour,  queue  length  is  the  average  number 
of  total  vehicles  in  the  hour,  and  average  delay  is  in  minutes  per  vehicle. 

**The  numbers  12  noon  to  3  pm  were  treated  as  "free-flow"  conditions;  conse- 
quently the  queue  length  and  average  delay  were  estimated  by  a  different 
algorithm  as  described  in  the  test. 
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The  final  set  of  tunnel  congestion  scenario  analyzed  Is 
'referred  to  as  the  3-7  pm  congestion.  This  set  of  conditions 
is  very  similar  to  the  worst  congestion  case,  except  that  the 
congestion  from  7  to  8  pm  is  no  longer  applicable.  Instead, 
queue  length  and  delay  times  for  the  last  hour  are  controlled 
by  the  toll  booth  discharge  rate  and  the  vehicle  arrival  rate 
again.   This  condition  is  experienced  (In  a  typical  congested  day 

Aircraft    Sources 

The  procedures  for  estimating  aircraft  emissions  were  based 
on  the  Northern  Research  and  Engineering  Corporation  AIREC  model 
[°  ].   This  procedure  and  the  associated  Input  used  to  model  the 
Logan  fleet  mix  and  activity  were  described  in  detail  in  Volume 
2  of  the  FEIR  [7]  and  are  therefore  not  duplicated  here. 

Ground   Support    Service    Vehicles 

The  procedures  for  estimating  emissions  from  ground  support 
service  vehicles  were  based  on  Argonne's  AVAR  model  [8  ]  except 
that  the  equipment  mix  and  service  times  were  made  more  specific 
to  the  Logan  Airport  application.   Volume  2  of  the  FEIR  also 
describes  this  procedure  and  associated  input  in  some  detail. 

Diffusion  Modeling  Analysis 

After  the  CO  emissions  are  discharged  into  the  atmosphere 
by  the  various  emission  sources,  the  CO  is  transported  by  the 
prevailing  wind  and  diluted  through  dispersion  by  atmospheric 
turbulence.   The  resulting  CO  concentration  at  any  location  in 
the  study  area  is  dictated  by  the  rate  of  emission  of  the  CO 
sources,  the  spatial  distribution  of  the  emission  sources,  and 
meteorological  variables. 
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Two  diffusion  models  were  used  to  estimate  ambient  CO 
concentrations.   The  AIREC  model  was  used  to  determine  ambient 
CO  concentration  from  aircraft  sources,  while  the  EPA  PAL  model 
[  9]  was  used  to  estimate  ambient  concentrations  from  both  motor 
vehicle  and  ground  support  service  vehicle  sources. 

Emission    Hates 

Emission  rates  for  automobile  sources  were  specified  as 
emissions  of  CO  per  unit  time  per  unit  length  of  roadway.  The 
emission  rates  on  a  given  road  segment  in  the  vicinity  of  an 
intersection  were  accounted  for  as  a  two-component  variable. 
The  first  is  the  free-flow  or  cruise  emission  rate.  This  rate 
was  obtained  by  multiplying  the  free-flow  emission  factor  by 
the  traffic  volume  in  the  time  Interval  in  question. 

The  second  component  is  called  the  excess  emission  rate 
and  is  made  up  of  emissions  from  vehicles  Idling  in  a  queue 
and  waiting  for  a  traffic  light  or  at  a  stop  sign  and  from 
decelerating  and  accelerating  vehicles  coming  into  and  out  of 
the  queue.   Emissions  from  idling  vehicles  in  a  queue  at  an 
intersection  are  estimated  based  on  EPA's  Indirect    Source 
Guidelines     [5]   and  as  updated  in  EPA's  CO   Hot-Spot    Guidelines 
[10].    Emissions  from  vehicles  decelerating  and  accelerating 
are  also  estimated  according  to  EPA's  Hot-Spot    Guidelines 
document.   The  algorithm  is  based  on  EPA's  Modal   Model    [11]. 
The  emissions  are  a  function  of  terminal  vehicle  free-flow 
speed  and  the  rate  of  acceleration  or  deceleration.   For  this 
application,  we  followed  the  Guideline's   assumption  of  2.5  mph/sec 

For  aircraft  sources,  the  emission  rates  associated  with 
the  various  aircraft  operating  modes  are  computed  "internally" 
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in  the  AIREC  program.   These  rates  and  their  associated  spatial 
distribution  are  then  used  by  the  diffusion  portion  of  the 
•AIREC  model  to  estimate  concentration. 

Emissions  from  ground  support  service  vehicles  were 
specified  in  terms  of  an  area  source  emission  rate  and  input  into 
the  PAL  model. 

Spatial    Distribution    of   Emission    Sources    and   Reaeptor   Locations 

Layouts  of  the  roads  for  the  existing  conditions  and  the 
future  cases  were  used  to  determine  location  of  the  line  sources 
that  represent  the  emission  sources  from  the  automobiles.   These 
layouts  were  also  used  to  select  receptor  locations  and  to 
develop  a  common  coordinate  system  by  which  emission  sources  and 
receptor  locations  could  be  input  into  the  diffusion  model 
m;ithematlcally .   TKio  location  at  which  ambient  concentrations  are 
monitored  or  for  which  they  are  estimated  as  known  as  receptors. 
In  general,  receptors  are  simulated  locations  assigned  to  reflect 
the  points  where  maximum  total  estimated  concentrations  are 
likely  to  occur  and  where  the  general  public  is  likely  to  have 
access  over  a  time  period  that  corresponds  to  the  averaging  time 
specified  by  the  applicable  elght-hr  CO  standard.   The  receptors 
that  were  selected  for  this  analysis  include  those  that  were 
Identified  in  the  FEIR  as  showing  a  potential  for  relatively 
high  CO  concentrations.   Additionally,  a  new  receptor  located 
at  a  residence  on  Havre  St.  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the 
Tunnel  portal  was  introduced  to  monitor  the  maximum  impact  from 
the  tunnel  congestion.   The  receptor  locations  are  shown  in 
Pig.  3. 


17  C-1-17 


/-J' 


•  ;'  Is  (         ^    /  / 


K-.  a: 
1—1  1/1 

CJ  UJ 


^i 


<^''V> 


^©     ©• 


QC 

in 

O 

—  1—  >- 

a:  _j 

I— 

O  ct 

^ 

~^  a.  z 

UJ 

q:  =1 

U 

ai 

So 

UJ  ^ 

=1  a: 

C3  3: 

}-  o 

—  O  1 

<H 

_J  CO 

o< 

is 

—  UJ 

o 

C3 

U- 

S" 


r^ 


I 


18 


C-1-1! 


Report  4659  BoU  Beranek  and  Newman  Inc 


Meteorological    Variables 

The  primary  variables  affecting  the  dispersion  of  CO  are 
wind  speed  and  direction,  atmospheric  stability,  and  the  vertical 
thickness  of  the  mixing  layer. 

The  prevailing  wind  will  dictate  the  general  direction  of 
movement  of  the  CO  emissions.   High  wind  speed  will  promote 
transport  and  result  in  low  ambient  CO  concentrations.   To 
estimate  potentially  worst  situations,  a  low  wind  speed  of 
1  m/sec  was  used  in  the  modeling  analysis. 

The  stability  of  the  atmosphere  affects  the  dispersion  or 
the  mixing  rate  of  CO  (in  an  exhaust  plume,  for  example)  with 
the  ambient  air.   This  stability  is  determined  by  the  vertical 
temperature  gradient  of  the  atmosphere.   An  unstable  atmosphere 
will  promote  both  vertical  and  horizontal  mixing  leading  to 
lower  concentrations.   Conversely,  a  stable  atmosphere  will 
result  in  higher  ambient  concentrations.   In  the  modeling 
analysis  for  Bird  Island  Flats,  a  stable  atmosphere  (correspondinf;  U>   a 
Pasquill  classification  of  D  stability)  was  assumed.   This 
assumption  is  believed  to  be  quite  appropriate  for  an  urban 
setting. 

Another  meteorology  parameter  affecting  ambient  concentra- 
tions is  the  vertical  thickness  of  the  mixing  layer,  also 
referred  to  as  the  mixing  height.   Higher  mixing  heights  will 
result  in  a  larger  volume  of  air  made  available  for  dilution, 
resulting  in  lower  ground  level  ambient  concentrations.   A 
review  of  mixing  height  data  compiled  for  the  Boston  area  [12] 
indicated  that  the  average  mixing  height  for  the  morning  is 
400  meters  and  for  the  afternoon  is  l400  meters.   To  reflect 
more  severe,  although  less  frequent,  conditions  associated  with 
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level  temperature  inversion,  a  mixing  height  of  50  meters  was 
assumed  in  the  modeling  analysis. 

The  modeling  predictions  of  maximum  eight-hr  CO  concentra- 
tions include  an  assumed  background  level  of  3.^  milligrams 
per  cubic  meter  (or  3  parts  per  million)  for  the  198I  case. 
This  background  level  was  selected  following  discussions  with 
EPA  and  DEQE .   Background  levels  are  allowed  to  decrease  for 
future  analysis  years  in  direct  proportion  to  the  decreases  in 
automobile  emission  factors. 
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3.    IMPACT  ON  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS 

CO  concentrations  at  selected  receptor  locations  at  Logan 
Airport  and  adjoining  East  Boston  communities  were  estimated 
using  modeling  procedures  that  are  described  in  Sec.  2.   These 
concentrations  were  then  compared  with  the  federal  and  Massachu- 
setts standard  of  10  milligrams  per  cubic  meter  (mg/mM. 

The  results  of  the  modeling  estimates  of  ambient  CO  con- 
centrations for  the  existing  (1981)  eight-hr  conditions  are  shown 
in  Table  7.   The  analysis  was  performed  for  three  different  sets 
of  congestion  situations  at  the  Sumner  Tunnel.   Under  the  "free- 
flow" scenario  at  the  Tunnel,  exceedance  of  the  eight-hr  CO 
standard  was  estimated  for  three  out  of  the  thirteen  receptor 
locations  examined.   Maximum  concentrations  for  a  receptor 
located  at  the  Playground  (Receptor  15)  was  estimated  at  12.7  mg/m^ 
which  is  29%  over  the  corresponding  standard.   For  a  receptor 
located  at  the  Hilton  Hotel  (Receptor  20),  maximum  eight-hr  CO 
concentration  was  estimated  at  15-6  mg/m\  which  is  also  well 
over  the  standard.   The  maximum  concentration  for  a  receptor 
located  at  the  tennis  court  was  estimated  at  1^.0  mg/m^.   These 
three  locations  represent  the  areas  where  CO  impact  is  more  severe. 

Under  a  maximum  congestion  scenario  at  the  Tunnel,  maximum 
eight-hr  CO  concentration  at  the  Hilton  Hotel  was  estimated  to 
increase  to  l6.4  mg/m^  when  compared  with  the  corresponding 
estimates  for  the  free-flow  case.   As  anticipated,  maximum 
eight-hr  CO  concentration  of  tunnel  portal  (as  reflected  in  the 
results  for  Receptor  ^2)  has  increased  significantly  from  7.8  to 
15.^  mg/m^.   Under  the  maximum  congestion  scenario,  the  number 
of  receptor  locations  showing  exceedance  of  the  eight-hr  standard 
has  increased  to  five. 
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TARIF  7   MODELING  PREDICTIONS  OF  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS*  AT  SELECTED 
RECEPTOR  LOCATIONS  AT  LOGAN  AIRPORT  AND  VICINITY  UNDER  EXISTING 
(1981)  CONDITIONS,  FOR  EIGHT-HR  AVERAGING  TIME  UNDER  VARIOUS 
TUNNEL  CONGESTION  SCENARIOS. 


Receptor 
ID 

Description 

Free- 
Flow 

i+2 

Residence  on  Havre 

St. 

7.8 

li+ 

Residence  on  Gove 

St. 

7.0 

15 

Playground 

12.7 

28 

Van  Dusen  Bldg.  at 
Jeff.  Pt. 

6.1 

1+ 

Nept-une  Road  Area 

5.5 

12 

MBTA  Station 

7.9 

20 

Hilton  Hotel 

15.6 

36 

BIF  near  Jeffries 

Pt. 

U.6 

32 

BIF  Proper 

h.k 

29 

EAL  Terminal 

6.1 

31 

SW  Terminal 

8.8 

9 

North  Apron 

9.7 

43 

Tennis  Court 

14.0 

Maximum  3-7p.m. 

Congestion  Congestion 

15. H  13.7 

8.8  8.5 
12.7  12.7 

6.1  6.1 

5.5  5.5 

7.9  7.9 
l6.U  l6.2 

U.7  ^.7 

k.k  h.k 

6.3  6.3 

8.8  e.8 

10.5  10.3 

14.0  14.0 


^Concentrations   are   given   inmiligram5      per  cubic  meter    (mg/m 
The   eight-hr   standard   is   10  mg/m    . 
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The  third  tunnel  scenario  that  was  modeled  Is  referred 
to  as  the  "3  -  7  p.m.  congestion."   This  condition  is  similar 
to  the  maximum  congestion  case,  except  that  the  long  queues 
estimated  for  the  7  to  8  p.m.  are  assumed  to  be  no  longer 
applicable.   Under  this  set  of  conditions,  maximum  8-hr  concentra- 
tions estimated  for  the  receptors  located  at  Havre  St.  and  at 
the  Hilton  Hotel  are  respectively,  13.7  and  l6.2  mg/m^.   These 
concentrations  are  still  over  the  standard. 

Estimated  ambient  CO  concentrations  for  all  alternatives 
examined,  exhibit  dramatic  decreases  with  time  such  that  by 
1987,  estimated  maximum  CO  concentrations  generally  range  from 
60%  to  71^  of  their  corresponding  I98I  estimates.   This  overall 
decrease  in  CO  concentrations  is  attributed  to  both  the  effects 
of  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Control  Program  (vMC?)    which 
mandates  very  stringent  emissions  limitations  on  exhaust 
emissions  from  motor  vehicles  and  the  proposed  Inspection/ 
Maintenance  (I/M)  Program. 

Table  8  shows  the  estimated  1987  eight-hr  CO  concentrations 
for  the  Revised  No-Build,  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR) 
and  the  Revised  Proposed  Development  alternatives  under  a  free- 
flow scenario  at  the  Tunnel.   VJith  the  exception  of  the  receptors 
located  at  the  Hilton  Hotel  and  at  the  tennis  court,  no  exceedance 
of  the  eight-hr  standard  is  found  anywhere.   Under  the  Revised 
Nc-Bulld  alternative,  the  maximum  eight-hr  CO  concentration  at  the 
Hilton  was  estimated  at  about  11.1  mg/m^.   With  the  mitigated 
Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR)  this  concentration  is  expected 
to  decrease  to  10.8  mg/m^.   With  the  mitigated  Revised  Proposed 
Development,  the  maximum  eight-hr  concentration  at  this  receptor 
Is  expected  to  decrease  even  more.   The  mitigation  measures  that 
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TABLE  8 

MODELING  PREDICTIONS  OF  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SELECTED  RECEPTOR 
LOCATIONS  AT  LOGAN  AIRPORT  AND  VICINITY  FOR  1987,  EIGHT-HR  AVERAGING  TIME 
UNDER  A  FREE  FLOW  SCENARIO  AT  THE  TUNNEL. 


Receptor 
ID 

Description 

Revis 
No-Bui 

i;2 

Residence  on  Havre 

St. 

h.l 

lU 

Residence  on  Gove 

St. 

1|.2 

15 

Playground 

9.0 

28 

Van  Dusen  Bldg.  at 
Jeff.  Ft. 

3.8 

1+ 

Neptune  Road  Area 

3.h 

12 

MBTA  Station 

U.5 

20 

Hilton  Hotel 

11.1 

36 

BIF  near  Jeffries 

Pt. 

2.8 

32 

BIF  Proper 

2.8 

29 

EAL  Terminal 

l4.1 

31 

SW  Terminal 

6.1+ 

9 

North  Apron 

5.9 

i*3' 

Tennis  Court 

10.1 

Alternatives 

d   Proposed    Revised  Proposed 
i     Development    Development 


5.i+ 

9.8 
i*.5 

3.8 
5.2 

10.8 
3.2 
3.8 
k.k 
6.6 
6.5 

10.7 


5.3 
U.3 
9.6 
1+.3 

3.6 
1+.6 

10.5 
3.2 

3.7 
U.3 
6.I4 
6.2 
10.5 
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were  explored  and  Incorporated  Into  the  modeling  analysis  of 
Impact  from  the  two  build  alternatives  include  both  roadway 
dnd   traffic  circulation  modifications,  and  proposed  incentive 
measures  to  increase  car  occupancy  and  transit  ridership.   The 
roadway  improvements  include  the  proposed  construction  of  a 
"jug  handle"  to  allow  entering  vehicles  (to  the  Airport)  to  go 
northbound  on  the  cross  road  witliout  making  a  left  turn  at  the 
intersection.   These  improvements  are  also  expected  to  create 
two  U-turns  to  promote  the  circulation  of  the  added  traffic 
from  BIF  on  the  entrance  and  exit  roads.   To  accommodate  these 
traffic  volume  changes  and  turn  movements,  traffic  signal  cycles 
were  modified  to  change' capacities  to  meet  changing  traffic 
demand . 

The  receptor  located  at  the  tennis  court  was  also  selected 
to  identify  concentrations  near  the  intersection.   Under  the 
Revised  No-Build  configuration,  the  concentration  is  estimated 
at  10.1  mg/m\   The  Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR)  shows  a 
slight  increase  at  this  site  and  the  estimated  concentration  ic 
10.7  mg/m^   Under  the  Revised  Proposed  Development,  the  estimated 
concentration  is  10.5  mg/m^   The  estimated  concentrations  at  this 
point  are  influenced  by  vehicular  emissions  at  the  Cross  Road, 
northbound,  leading  into  the  Entrance  Road.   The  eight-hour  traffic 
volumes  on  this  -road  are  represented  by  site  number  three,  and  are 
listed  in  Table  2.   The  difference  in  traffic  volumes  represents 
an  increase  of  about  35  percent  from  the  Revised  No-Build  to  the 
proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR).   Because  of  the  improvements 
in  traffic  flow  due  to  the  mitigation  measures,  the  difference  in 
the  resultant  concentrations  is  minimized. 

The  effects  of  the  roadway  improvement  and  attendant  traffic 
modification  on  predicted  ambient  CO  concentrations  for  the 
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Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR)  are  illustrated  in  Table  9-   For 
receptors  that  are  located  near  the  intersections,  decreases  in 
-CO  concentrations  with  the  roadway  improvement  were  estimated  to 
range  from  about  6  to  19%.   Greatest  decrease  in  CO  was  found  at 
the  tennis  courts  due  to  roadway  improvements.   By  its  proximity 
to  the  cross  road,  the  predicted  decrease  in  concentration  reflects 
the  significant  reduction  of  traffic  on  the  cross  road  associated 
with  the  proposed  new  roadway  system.   For  a  receptor  farther  away 
(for  example,  at  Havre  St.),  the  impact  of  the  roadway  improvement  - 
in  terms  of  absolute  changes  in  total  CO  concentrations  -  is  hardly 
noticeable . 

When  congestion  at  the  Tunnel  becomes  more  serious  -  for 
example,  under  the  maximum  (the  3- -  8  p.m.)  or  the  3  -  7  p.m. 
congestion  scenarios  -  estimated  CO  concentrations  at  all  receptors 
with  the  exception  of  the  tennis  court,  show  an  Increase.   As 
expected,  increases  at,  the  Tunnel  area  are  quite  high  -  about  6  mg/m 
under  the  Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR).   For  the  receptor 
located  at  Havre  St.,  the  maximum  eight-hr  CO  concentration  under 
the  Proposed  Development  Plan  (FEIR)  was  estimated  at  11.8  mg/r.^ 
which  is  about  2.5  mg/m^  higher  than  the  9-3  mg/m^  estimated  for 
the  Alternative.   As  shown  in  Table  10,  the  estimated  eight-hr 
CO  concentration  associated  with  the  Revised  Proposed  Development 
Plan  at  this  location  is  10.7  mg/m^  which  is  about  1.^  mg/m^ 
higher  than  the  corresponding  No-Build  estimate.   At  the  Hilton 
Hotel,  the  Proposed  Development  (FEIR)  was  estimated  to  result 
in  an  increase  of  0.2  mg/m'  over  the  corresponding  eight-hr  CO 
concentration  under  the  No-Build  Alternative.   But  with  the 
Revised  Proposed  Development  Plan,  the  11.5  mg/m^  associated 
with  the  No-Build  Alternative,  was  estimated  to  decrease  to  11.2 
mg/m^   Table  11  exhibits  a  similar  set  of  results   for  the  case 
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TABLE  9 

EFFECTS  OF  ROADWAY  IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES  ON  ESTIMATED  MAXIMUM  EIGHT-HR  CO 

CONCENTRATIONS* 


ceptor 

ID         Description 

Existing 
Roadway 

Roadway 
Improvement 

Change 

Over  Existing 

Roadway 

15 

Playgroiind 

8.5** 

8.0 

-0.5 

20 

Hilton  Hotel 

12.3 

11.3 

-1.0 

U3 

Tennis  Court 

13.3 

10.7 

-2.6 

U2 

Havre  St.  @  Tunnel 

*Based  on  Proposed  Development  traffic  volumes  in  1987-   Only  contributions 
from  motor  vehicle  emissions  on  the  two  intersections  at  the  cross  Road 
and  at  Airport  roadways  were  used  in  these  estimates. 

**Concentrations  are  in  milligrams  per  cubic  meter  (mg/m  ). 
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TABLE  10 


MODELING  PREDICTIONS  OF  CARBON  MONOXIDE  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SELECTED  RECEPTOR 
LOCATIONS  AT  LOGAN  AIRPORT  AND  VICINITY  FOR  1987,  EIGHT-HR  AVERAGING  TIME 
UNDER  A  MAXIMUM  CONGESTION  SCENARIO  AT  THE  TUNNEL. 


Receptor 
ID 

Description 

Kevise 
No-Buil 

U2 

Residence  on  Havre 

St. 

9.3 

lU 

Residence  on  Gove 

St. 

5.3 

15 

Playground 

9.0 

28 

Van  Dusen  Bldg.  at 
Jeff.  Pt. 

3.8 

1* 

Neptune  Road  Area 

3.k 

12 

MBTA  Station 

5.0 

20 

Hilton  Hotel 

11.5 

36 

BIF  near  Jeffries 

Pt. 

2.8 

32 

BIF  Proper 

2.8 

29 

EAL  Terminal 

i».3 

31 

SW  Terminal 

6.5 

9 

North  Apron 

6.5 

i43 

Tennis  Court 

10.1 

Alternatives 
Proposed   Revised  Proposed 


11.8 
l.h 
9.8 
5.J+ 

5.2 

9.0 
11. T 
3.h 
k.2 
i^.9 
7.2 
8.6 
10. T 


Development 

10.7 
6.U 
9.6 
14.7 

U.l 

7.7 

11.2 

3.2 
3.9 
U.l 
6.8 
7.1 
i!e?5 
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TABLE  11 

Alternatives 
Revised    Proposed   Revised  Proposed 
Id"^^°''    Description         No-Build  Development    Development 


U2     Residence  on  Havre  St.     8.3 
lU     Residence  on  Gove  St.      5.1 


15 

28  Van  Dusen  Bldg.   at 
Jeff.   Pt. 

1+  Neptxme  Road  Area 

12  MBTA  Station  5-0 

20  Hilton  Hotel 

36  BIF  near  Jeffries  Pt 


10.3  9.5 

6.T  6.1 


Playground  ^' 

3.8         5.2 


9.8  9.6 


k.l 


3.U  5.0 

8.3  T.3 

11. I^  11.5  11-1 

2.8  3.3  3.2 

2.8  ^.1  3.9 
■^2     BIF  Proper 

.  ,             U.3  ^.8  ^''^ 
29     EAL  Terminal               ■ -" 

^    c  7.1  D-T 


6.5  T.l 

6.3  8.2  T.O 


31  SW  Terminal 

9  North  Apron 

in   1  10.7  10-5 

li3  Tennis    Court  -^^--^ 
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with  the  3-7  p.m.  congestion  scenario  at  the  Tunnel.   The 
trends  between  alternatives  are  similar  to  the  maximum  congestion 
case,  except  that  the  differential  impacts  are  not  as  high  as 
the  maximum  congestion  case. 

Consistency  with  the  Massachusetts  State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP) 

The  SIP  consistency  criterion  with  respect  to  CO  requires 
a  demonstration  that  (1)  the  proposed  project  (or  the  preferred 
alternative)  will  not  result  in  CO  standard  violation  in  areas 
where  violations  presently  do  not  exist,  and  (2)  CO  concentrations 
with  the  preferred  alternative  will  decrease  in  areas  where 
violations  do  presently  exist.   The  criterion  reflects  the  need 
to  initiate  progress  by  the  state  toward  the  attainment  and 
maintenance  of  the  CO  standard  by  the  federally  sanctioned  dead- 
line of  1987. 

Based  on  the  modeling  results  presented  above,  the  propoL:ed 
BIF  development  is  not  expected  to  result  in  creating  new  viola- 
tions in  areas  where  violations  do  not  presently  exist.  For  a 
receptor  located  at  the  Hilton  Hotel,  exceedance  of  the  10  mg/m' 
standard  was  predicted  for  all  alternatives  under  the  three 
tunnel  congestion  scenarios  examined.  However,  with  the  Revised 
PDP,  the  maximum  elght-hr  CO  at  this  receptor  is  less  than  the 
corresponding  estimates  under  the  Revised  No-Build.  For  almost 
all  of  the  receptors  examined,  therefore,  the  Revised  PDP  was 
found  to  be  consistent  with  Massachusetts  SIP  criterion  for  CO. 


,  3 


Under  the  free-flow  and  the  3-  7  p.m.  congestion  scenario:: 
at  the  Tunnel,  the  Revised  PDP  was  estimated  to  result  in  maxi- 
mum elrht-hr  CO  concentrations  all  are  under  the  10  mg/m '  st?itidard 
at  the  Havre  St.  and  the  Gove  St.  receptor  locations.   Under  tho 
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maximum  congestion  scenario  at  the  Tunnel,  however,  the  Revised 
.PDF  was  estimated  to  result  in  a  maximum  elght-hr  CO  concentration 
of  10.7  mg/m^  at  Havre  St.   This  is  0.7  mg/m^  or  1%   over  the 
standard.   This  small  exceedance  is  believed  to  be  insignificant 
and  to  be  within  the  uncertainty  in  the  modeling  input  data  and 
related  modeling  sensitivity.   There  is  no  eight-hr  CO  standard 
violation  at  the  Gove  St.  receptor  location  under  the  maximum 
congestion  scenario.   The  receptor  located  at  the  tennis  court 
shows  a  slight  increase  in  concentration  from  the  Revised  No-Build 
to  the  Proposed  Development  and  Plan  (FEIR),  and  the  Revised  PDP. 
The  increase  is  approximately  6%  and  k%  ,    respectively,  over  the 
Revised  No-Build  concentrations.   Again,  this  slight  increase 
is  believed  to  be  within  the  modeling  uncertainty. 
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APPENDIX  C-2  -  Traffic  Engineering  memos 
used  in  Air  Quality  Analysis 


III!  Mill 1-°— — ^^TiTfii  inmrniiiiwmiMiiHiimiiBiiiiiiiMiffiiBiMiMi 


Vanasse/Hangen  memo  to  N.  Faramelli  - 
on  hourly  tunnel  flows  (February  23,  1981) 
used  in  Appendix  C-1  is  included  as 
Appendix  B-3  in  this  volume. 
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March    17,    1981 

Ref:       VHA    v?80-105 

Mr.    Norm  Farjmelli 

Director   of   Planning 

MASSPORT 

99  High  Street 

Boston,  lAA      02110 

Dear  Norm: 

Enclosed  you  will  find  the  queue  length  calculations  for  Existing, 
19B7  No  Build  and  1937  Build  conditions,  based  on  the  data  ob- 
served in  the  field  on  March  12,  1931. 

Paoe  6  of  the  calculations  summarizes  the  PM  peak  hour  impact  of 
the  BIF  Development.   As  can  be  seen,  the  average  number  of 
queued  vehicles  at  the  toll  plaza  nearly  doubles  over  existing 
conditions.   It  should  be  pointed  out,  however,  that  the  analysis 
is  very  sensitive  to  the  distribution  of  approaching  traffic  usina 
the  various  toll  booths.   We  have  assumed  existing  trends  will 
continue.   To  the  extent  this  changes,  the  analysis  results  will 
change . 

Page  7  shows  a  olot  of  hourly  volume  approaching  the  tunnel  and 
total  vehicles  queued  at  the  plaza.  In  using  this  chart,  it  is 
necessary  to  be  aware  of  the  assum.ptions  made  in  developing  it. 
These  include: 

Volume  distribution  among  toll  booths 

All  toll  booths  open 

Capacity  of  the  exact  change  booths  =  600  vph 

Capacity  of  the  manual  booths  =  500  vph 

Random  arrivals/service  times 

If  you  have  any  questions  or  need  additional  data,  please  call. 
Very  truly  yours, 
VANASSE/HANGEI^- ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

William  J.  Roache ,  P.E. 
WJR:mg 
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